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Abstract 
This dissertation analyzes the immediate and long-term effects of Roman annexation on 
the important metropolis of Antioch on the Orontes in northern Syria. Compared to many other 
urban centers of the ancient Mediterranean, direct textual and archaeological material for 
Antioch is minimal and does not provide a consistent standard by which to measure the city’s 
development over time and space. Many questions thereby remain about how a former Seleucid 
capital became an integrated and assimilated part of the Roman Empire.    
This dissertation argues that ancient coin finds provide a substantial and quantifiable 
dataset that when mapped can provide a starting point for identifying and examining larger 
patterns of political, economic, and social change rendered by Roman annexation. Where, when, 
and in what quantities coins appear can speak to limits in their circulation and movement, as well 
as to the activity and policies of the different authorities issuing them. The primary focus of this 
project is on the distribution of central, provincial, and civic coins produced by the mint at 
Antioch from the late Seleucid period (223 BCE) through the early centuries of the late antique 
period (423 CE). In order to draw out meaningful patterns in the data, this project applies a new 
methodology using Google Earth as a visualization platform for the distribution of coins finds. 
Patterns established in Google Earth are then examined through quantified analysis of individual 
site assemblages and regional groupings from the city of Antioch and sites within Syria, 
Mesopotamia, the southern Levant, Asia Minor, and the western Roman Empire.  
This dissertation both reinforces and challenges traditional conclusions about the Roman 
annexation of Antioch and the East. On the one hand, the coin finds reinforce the gradual and 
transformative policies of the Roman Empire, which took advantage of regional structures and 
encouraged civic diversity while establishing regional boundaries and influencing the civic 
 iii 
hierarchy. On the other hand, this dissertation challenges standard assumptions concerning the 
unchanged status of Antioch within the Roman Empire. The Romans did capitalize upon 
Antioch’s established position at the top of the civic hierarchy as the former Seleucid capital, but 
this did not necessarily guarantee the city’s supremacy. Instead, this distribution study reveals 
how the Roman government drew upon the resources of the city to the point of limiting the 
Antiochenes’ self-expression and undermining their regional stature in an increasingly 
competitive civic climate. The tensions that subsequently erupted in the late second and third 
centuries CE gradually disappeared, however, as the city was finally integrated into the Roman 
Empire in the late antique period.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Theoretical Considerations 
In 64 BCE, the Roman general Pompey conquered a substantial portion of the eastern 
Mediterranean and added it to the Roman Empire.1 His conquest annexed not only a great span 
of territory, but also a bewildering array of diverse peoples, cultures, and political entities.  
One key to Rome’s success in managing this amalgam was the already established 
“infrastructure” of cities spread throughout the eastern Mediterranean.2  Whether founded during 
the Hellenistic period or even earlier, each city had internal institutions overseeing the population 
and activity within its walls and surrounding territory. The effectiveness of these institutions 
provided Rome a “ready-made power structure” to implement imperial directives within the 
eastern empire.3  
At the same time, these cities had functioned under central governments other than the 
Roman Empire, as well as developed their own identities with which the Romans had to contend. 
The Romans divided this medley of cities into client kingdoms and provinces, but true 
integration into the Roman Empire was not a simple process of switching allegiance from one 
government to another. Instead, integrating these cities involved a lengthy negotiation through 
unique political, economic, and socio-cultural ties.   
This is certainly the case for the cities of ancient Syria. As foundations by the 
Phoenicians and the later Seleucid kings, many of the cities had already undergone a political 
and cultural fusion of Greek and eastern elements throughout the Hellenistic period. The 
                                                           
1 App. Mith. 118; Cass. Dio 36.45-37.20; Plu. Pomp. 39.    
2 Sartre 2005, p. 42. See also Freeman 1994, pp. 172-175; Woolf 1997, p. 3; Eilers 2003, p. 90.    
3 A. H. M. Jones 1940, p. 144; Garnsey and Saller 1987, pp. 26-40; Sartre 1991, pp. 318-321, 328-335; Millar 
1993b, pp. 18, 237-238; Woolf 1997, pp. 3-4; Butcher 2003, pp. 80-89, 98-99; Alcock 2007, p. 677.  
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entrance of the Romans nevertheless initiated another transition for these cities into a new 
political structure and different connections to the rest of the Mediterranean.4 
The fundamental goal of this dissertation is to better define the process of Roman 
annexation and its impact on the already established cities of Syria. How long did it take for 
these cities to integrate into the empire? How did these cities change with the shift to a new 
government? How did the relationship between cities and the wider region evolve? How can this 
transformation be both visualized and measured?    
Instead of attempting to untangle the individual experience of each Syrian city, this 
dissertation focuses on the province’s most prominent and yet insufficiently understood city as a 
case study for Roman annexation. Antioch on the Orontes River was located in northern Syria on 
major thoroughfares running between the Mediterranean and territories further east as well as 
north and south through the Levant. Founded in 300 BCE by the Hellenistic general-turned-king 
Seleucus I, Antioch quickly rose in prominence to become the sole capital of the Seleucid 
kingdom and top of the region’s civic hierarchy.5 Despite this royal attention, literary sources 
also reveal that the civic community acted on its own: taking politically independent and 
sometimes subversive actions, overseeing commerce and industry, celebrating local festivals, 
and overseeing the multi-ethnic population within its substantial walls.6 Antioch’s physical 
position additionally guaranteed a flow of travelers, traders, and political players into and 
through the city, which tied it to a much larger region and network.  
Considering Antioch’s established foundation, its size, and its character, this dissertation 
explores the process through which the city became an integrated and assimilated part of the 
Roman Empire. Did the Romans grant Antioch the high level of autonomy and self-regulation 
                                                           
4 See Sartre 2005, pp. 1-10. 
5 Grainger 1990, pp. 120-127.  
6 See Chapter 2.  
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normally assumed for other cities of the East? Or, because of Antioch’s political importance to 
the previous government, did the Romans adopt a hands-on policy, intent on quick integration of 
the city to nullify any risk of rebellion? How did Antioch itself experience and react to this 
change in overarching government? How did its relationship to the other cities of the region 
evolve throughout this period?    
 
Ancient Evidence and Modern Scholarship 
To a certain extent, scholars have already provided broad answers to Syria’s 
transformation under western powers. From a political angle, A. H. M. Jones (1940, 1971) took 
the most inclusive approach in surveying the establishment of the “Greek” city model in the 
eastern Mediterranean from the Persian background through the sixth century CE. Cohen (2006) 
and most recently Kosmin (2014) studied how the Hellenistic powers reshaped the urban 
communities of Syria and the Near East. Maurice Sartre (2001, 2005) updated Jones’ work on 
political foundations and provided a deeper sense of the social and economic development of the 
area between the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Fergus Millar (1993, 2006) also studied the 
development of political structures in the Near East under the Romans, relying heavily upon 
inscriptions to bring cultural and civic identity into the discussion. Isaac (1990) and Pollard 
(2000) both focused on the presence and impact of the Roman military. Archaeological remains 
have an even greater prominence in the works of Warwick Ball (2000, 2007), Kevin Butcher 
(2003), and the assembled authors in Dentzer and Orthmann (1989) as each sought to define the 
change experienced by local Syrian communities after annexation into the Roman Empire. 
These syntheses reveal that the Roman approach to annexing and integrating Syria into 
the empire was a complex process seeking neither quick nor thorough assimilation of the cities 
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and people of this region. The demarcation of the provincial boundaries took over a hundred 
years so that even though a city had financial and other obligations to fulfill towards Rome, the 
immediate official might be a client king rather than provincial governor. Imperial investment 
was also uneven with some cities more quickly receiving a boost to their buildings and 
infrastructure than others. Furthermore, Roman annexation did not erase the diversity of the 
region in terms of culture, language, or ethnicity. Becoming part of the Roman Empire also did 
not erase the unique identities of Syria’s cities and citizens. In fact, the textual and 
archaeological evidence assembled by the above scholars give the distinct impression that civic 
self-promotion actually flourished under the Roman Empire, especially during the second and 
third centuries CE.   
This general picture is helpful in answering the questions posed above, but what also 
emerges from previous scholarship is the great disparity in the available evidence for Syria. 
Millar comments,  
Enough has been said to give some impression of the diversity and richness of the 
evidence which is potentially available for any attempt to understand the society and 
culture of the Near East in the period when Roman rule steadily extended to reach its 
furthest limits. But, while the evidence is indeed rich and diverse, and steadily becoming 
more so, it is also very scattered, cannot yield anything approaching statistics, or even 
orders of magnitude.7  
 
While further archaeological exploration and literary interpretation continue to expand the 
evidential basis for the history of the eastern Mediterranean, most scholarship on the Roman 
annexation of Syria lacks a constant and/or quantifiable historical source through which the 
region’s transformation can be evaluated. In addition, even if the internal transformation of a 
single, well-excavated city can be studied over the longue durée, it is difficult to find direct 
testimony or comparative evidence to study how that city’s relationship to rest of Syria evolved. 
                                                           
7 Millar 1993b, p. 15, see p. 230; Sartre 2005, pp. 375-376, n. 6; Grainger 1990, p. 3. 
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Recent archaeological projects seeking to provide new information towards these questions have 
been halted by the ongoing Syrian war.8 It is uncertain how much future exploration will be 
possible within the northern Levant.     
 These challenges in the available evidence are amplified in the study of Antioch. 
Compared to many other urban centers of the Mediterranean, direct textual and archaeological 
material for Antioch’s transformation from the Seleucids to the Romans is minimal. 
Contemporary texts for the Hellenistic period are notoriously sparse.9 In the written sources of 
the early Roman Empire, the situation at Antioch emerges only from indirect references and 
short anecdotes about the city’s function as a provincial center for the Roman governor and its 
continuing prominence within the civic hierarchy of Syria. Authors offering the few extended 
glimpses of the city include the first century CE geographer Strabo, the first century CE Jewish 
historian Josephus, and the first/second century CE historian Tacitus. A few later writers of the 
second and third century CE occasionally feature Antioch including Herodian and the author of 
the Historia Augusta.10  
As helpful as these glimpses are, no contemporary, connected written account exists for 
the process through which Antioch integrated into the Roman Empire. Furthermore, even if these 
texts reveal an inkling of the policy adopted by the Roman bureaucracy toward Antioch, they 
lack a full exploration of the change experienced by the citizens of Antioch as they became part 
of a new empire. In fact, much of Antioch’s internal municipal structure is absent from the 
historical record of the Roman period.  
The textual record of the city substantially picks up for the late Roman period and 
                                                           
8 For instance, the Syro-American Expeditions to Palmyra and Apamea have been placed on hold (pers. comm. with 
Cynthia Finlayson 8 July 2014). 
9 This is the case generally for northern Syria: see Aperghis 2004, p. 16; Millar 2006, p. 29; Cohen 2006, p. 3. 
10 See Downey 1961, pp. 35-44; Saliou 2012a.  
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consists of a large corpus of both sacred and secular texts. The most comprehensive information 
about Antioch come from the fourth century CE rhetorician Libanius and the sixth century CE 
chronographer Malalas, both of whom lived within the city. Libanius left a vast corpus of 
speeches and letters remarking on the full spectrum of life in Antioch. His celebration of Antioch 
in Oration 11 is particularly useful to the present discussion because it briefly surveys the city’s 
historical development from foundation to the fourth-century CE.11 Malalas provides a much 
fuller chronology for Antioch in his Chronicle, in which he focuses especially upon imperial 
building and the intervention of the Roman government within the city.12 These writings are 
valuable not only for their detail, but also because both authors presumably had access to city 
records of previous centuries when constructing their histories. That said, these narratives are 
overshadowed by Antioch of the late antique period and cannot provide a completely reliable 
account of the city’s earlier development.  
The archaeological record is another point of access into Antioch, but the coverage of the 
city’s history is again limited. Princeton University conducted the only large-scale excavation of 
Antioch, in the 1930s. This project uncovered hundreds of stunning mosaics, coins, and pottery 
sherds, but it did not reveal many official governmental inscriptions.13 Furthermore, the outbreak 
of World War II left many areas unexplored including the Hellenistic layers. Five published 
volumes cover the material that was unearthed and comprise individual year reports, larger 
synthesized studies on ceramics, coins, mosaics, and sculpture, and an entire monograph on the 
city’s famous central colonnade. The excavated material such as the mosaics also prompted a 
recent joint-exhibition between Princeton University and the Worcester Art Museum.14 
                                                           
11 Downey 1961, pp. 40-42; Liebeschuetz 1972; Norman 2000.   
12 Downey 1961, pp. 38-40; Liebeschuetz 2004.  
13 Downey 1961, p. 25; see also Feissel and Gascou 1995; Sartre 2005, pp. 156-158.  
14 Kondoleon 2000a. 
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Nevertheless, a great portion of the original excavation finds still remain unpublished.15  
No other major excavation of Antioch has occurred since the 1930s project. Survey and 
salvage work have certainly added to the topographical understanding of the city and the 
settlement of its surrounding area.16 A current project seeks to cross-reference this information 
with the literary texts in a lexicon in order to better understand the physical development of the 
city.17 Nevertheless, all archaeological projects are somewhat hindered by the modern city of 
Antakya overtop and the ongoing Syrian war in the region. 
Modern scholarship on Antioch has focused on connecting these disparate points of 
textual and archaeological material. In the 1950s and 1960s, Glanville Downey pieced together 
the literary, numismatic, inscriptional, and – to some extent – archaeological evidence into one 
of the few comprehensive histories of ancient Antioch through its 900-year existence.18 His work 
remains unmatched in its depth and breadth and certainly exceeds both previous and recent 
overviews of Antioch’s history.19 Nevertheless, Downey often relied upon Malalas as an 
historical source, who portrays a heavily Roman-centered perspective of the integration and 
development of the city. Antioch’s changing relationship to the East following Roman 
annexation plays a limited role in Downey’s discussion. 
The most concerted effort to update Downey’s work originates from a 2001 conference in 
Lyon, which sought to open new perspectives on the extant evidence from Antioch.20 The 
resulting papers covered many aspects of Antioch such as its relationship to the Seleucids and 
Rome, its internal politics, its hinterland, its architecture, and its culture. The conference 
                                                           
15 Michael Padgett (pers. comm. 14 December 2012), Asa Eger (pers. comm. 14 February 2013). 
16 Survey projects include the Amuq Valley Regional Projects (AVRP) and the Orontes Delta Archaeological 
Project. See Leblanc and Poccardi 1999, 2004; Casana 2003; Pamir 2012. For recent discoveries, see Gutzwiller and 
Çelik 2012.   
17 Saliou 2012b. 
18 Downey 1961, 1963.  
19 See Bouchier 1921; Haddad 1949; Cimok 1994; Christensen-Ernst 2012. See also Bowersock 1994, pp. 411-427. 
20 Cabouret, Gatier, and Saliou 2004.  
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certainly provides a more enlightened attitude to the textual sources and the promise of more 
archaeological material, but in many ways is still constrained to teasing out information from 
scattered pieces of sundry data.   
Other scholarship on Antioch forgoes a comprehensive history for a more detailed study 
of the development of a particular aspect of the city. For example, the evolution of the religious 
communities at Antioch has received some attention, particularly the split between Judaism and 
Christianity.21 Prolonged examination has also followed the 300+ mosaics uncovered by the 
1930s excavations and how the iconography speaks to the broader cultural development of the 
city. These mosaics date from the second century to the sixth century CE, so are of limited help 
for the earlier transformation of the city.22 The substantial body of coins minted throughout the 
Hellenistic, Roman, and late antique periods at Antioch have been the target of a number of 
numismatists seeking to classify their type and understand their production history.23 As one of 
the largest bodies of evidence for Antioch, these coins have played a recurring albeit minor role 
in several histories of the city.24  
This scholarship greatly contributes to the overall picture of Antioch and certainly makes 
the most of the disparate and disconnected pieces of evidence for the city. Nevertheless, the 
apparent lack of consistent and contemporary historical sources for tracing the long development 
of Antioch over time and space has stalled the conversation. As a result, fundamental questions 
about the transformation of one of the largest cities of the Mediterranean and its relationship to 
the region following incorporation into the Roman Empire have not really been addressed.   
 
                                                           
21 Meeks and Wilken 1978; Zetterholm 2003; Sandwell 2007; Soler 2006.   
22 D. Levy 1947; Kondoleon 2000b; Gutzwiller and Çelik 2012. 
23 See especially G. MacDonald 1904; Newell [1918] 1978, 1919; Waage 1952; Houghton 1983; McAlee 2007; 
Butcher 2004.   
24 See Downey 1961; Metcalf 2000.   
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A New Approach to Antioch 
 This dissertation proposes an alternative model for examining the transformation of 
Antioch under the Roman Empire. Recent trends within digital humanities and quantitative 
analysis have opened up new conceptual models and tools for studying what evidence does exist 
for Antioch. Ancient coin finds provide a substantial and quantifiable dataset that, when mapped 
in Google Earth, can serve as a starting point for identifying and examining larger patterns of 
political, economic, and social change over time and space. Many political entities in the East 
minted coins during the Hellenistic and Roman periods, but this dissertation specifically explores 
the untapped potential of the numismatic material related to Antioch as one method of measuring 
and visualizing both the local and regional impact of Roman annexation on the city.25  
The coin finds examined in this study are struck pieces of metal produced at an official 
mint (i.e., a contracted workshop or factory) on the initiative of an issuing authority (e.g., city, 
provincial, or central government) that guaranteed their value as money (i.e., a measure of value, 
a store of wealth, and/or a medium of exchange).26 At the mint, these coins were often marked 
with some identification of the issuing authority (image and/or inscription).27 Their design or 
type also included cultural symbols, figures, or events important to that issuing authority.28 
Through various public and private channels, these coins circulated among users (both 
individuals and greater entities) as one form of money. At some point, these coins became a part 
of the archaeological record and were later recovered in this context.29 
                                                           
25 According to T. B. Jones 1963, p. 310, over 530 eastern cities, leagues, and kingdoms issued coin at some point 
during the Roman imperial period.  
26 Sententiae Pauli 5.25.1. For modern definitions of money, see Lo Cascio 1996, pp. 273-287; Christiansen 2004, 
pp. 14-15; and Casey 1986, pp. 1, 23-35. For further definitions, the degree to which coin functioned as a medium of 
exchange, and alternative sources of money, see Crawford 1970, pp. 40-48; Howgego 1992, pp. 3, 9-10, 16-22; 
Howgego 1995, pp. 1, 12-18, 26-30; Andreau 1999, pp. 1-2, 9-29; Harris 2008, pp. 174-207. 
27 On the political significance of type, see Meadows 2001. 
28 Millar 2006, p. 121.  
29 See Kemmers and Myrberg 2011, p. 89. 
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Such an artifact can be used to study wider patterns of activity because of how a coin’s 
issuing authority could affect its use and movement in the ancient world. As will be discussed 
below, political, social, and economic factors related to a particular issuing authority could 
dictate how specific types of coins circulated among users throughout the ancient world. Some 
coins circulated in a very restricted territory, whereas others circulated more freely over a large 
geographical area. The theoretical foundation to this study is that ancient limits to the circulation 
of coin appear in the archaeological record through which types of coins appear where and in 
what quantities.30 Mapping the limits to a particular coin’s distribution can draw out these 
boundaries and how those limits changed over time and space. This in turn can speak to broader 
and more abstract changes experienced by a single city, region, and even whole empire.  
Antioch presents a unique situation because its mint(s) produced coins in both base and 
precious metals for three different levels of issuing authorities: the central governments of the 
Seleucid kings and Roman emperors, the provincial Roman government of Syria and 
occasionally other eastern provinces, and the civic government of Antioch and other cities of the 
region. On the specific questions surrounding the integration of Antioch into the Roman world 
and its evolving relationship to the rest of Syria, this dissertation examines the quantities, 
proportions, and locations of the different coins produced at Antioch from the reign of Antiochus 
III through the rule of Honorius (223 BCE to 423 CE), then found within excavations and hoards 
at Antioch and throughout the ancient world. As many other political entities issued coinage –
including cities, leagues, kingdoms, and empires – the goal is to examine how and for what 
possible reasons specifically Antiochene coins traveled beyond city limits. In addition, this 
                                                           
30 Casey 1986, pp. 68-74; Butcher 2004, pp. 149-151; Howgego 1992, pp. 3-4. This is not to suggest a one-to-one 
correlation between coin use and coin finds ignoring ancient process and the vagaries of survival. See Chapter 4.  
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dissertation asks in what ways changes in the distribution pattern reflect the larger transition of 
Antioch from one central government to another.  
While this dissertation could not answer all the questions proposed, having a consistent 
standard by which change could be measured over time and space did provide the following 
conclusions. In a broad lens, this distribution study reinforces traditional conclusions about the 
Roman annexation of Syria. The process of integrating the East was gradual, took advantage of 
regional structures, and encouraged civic diversity. Simultaneously, Roman annexation 
transformed the East with the establishment of regional boundaries, the creation of a 
standardized provincial currency, and a strong influence on the civic hierarchy.   
Nonetheless, Antioch’s experience with the Roman Empire is unique, although not for 
the reasons normally assumed. The Romans did capitalize upon Antioch’s established position at 
the top of the civic hierarchy as the former Seleucid capital, but this did not necessarily 
guarantee the city’s supremacy. Instead, this distribution study reveals how the Roman 
government drew upon the resources of the city to the point of limiting the Antiochenes’ self-
expression and undermining their regional stature in an increasingly competitive civic climate. 
Not immune from civic rivalry, the Antiochenes supported alternative rulers to the official 
Roman emperors in the second century CE. When these attempts failed, they continued 
jockeying for regional prestige even as the entire imperial system changed around them. 
Although civic community continued at Antioch, full integration into the Roman Empire 
nevertheless occurred in the late antique period when Antioch once again served as an imperial 
capital.  
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Previous Studies on Coin Distribution and Historical Implications 
 Although this is a new approach to Antioch, a precedent for examining the distribution of 
coin finds in search of larger historical conclusions is already well established within scholarship 
on the ancient Roman world.31 The studies mentioned below are in no way an exhaustive list of 
even those just about the Roman world, but instead cover the scholarship especially informing 
the approach and content of this dissertation. These studies analyze both the official coins of the 
imperial authorities and coins produced for the smaller political entities in the East during the 
Roman period. The major goal of these studies is to take coin finds beyond a dating tool for 
archaeological sites into a discussion about wider regional patterns perhaps reflecting broader 
political, economic, and social circumstances.  
 T. B. Jones first advanced the value of coin distribution studies for the eastern Roman 
world in 1963. Early studies about Roman coinage were mostly concerned with coins produced 
at one of the official mints of the central government (e.g., Rome, Lugdunum). A few coins 
produced by eastern mints snuck under this designation because of their wider circulation and 
therefore perceived importance, but on the whole these issues and their potential as a historical 
source were undervalued.32 Jones’ study not only demonstrated that these eastern coins were 
used as money and were not mere symbolic tokens, but also that these coins circulated in more 
constricted patterns than those from the central government.  
 Since Jones, distribution studies on coins from the East have increased and are of equal 
importance to this dissertation for their methodology and their content. Numerous excavation 
reports go beyond lists of finds to offer a comparison of their own assemblage to those in the 
                                                           
31 See Kemmers and Myrberg 2011, pp. 87-88.  
32 See Grant 1946, 1956.  
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region.33 J. Evans’ 2006 monograph on the finds from Caesarea Maritima is particularly 
noteworthy both for the sophisticated statistical techniques applied and for her attempt to put the 
finds into a broader economic context of the region. Outside of specific excavation reports, R. A. 
Bauslaugh (1997) focused on the circulation of the Aesillas coins found in hoards within 
Macedonia from the first century BCE in order to shed light on Roman political aims in the 
region. C. Howgego (1985) studied the distribution of coins with countermarks – “stamps 
applied to coins by means of engraved punches” – in Greece and Asia Minor to illustrate the 
movement of individual people and economic exchange between places.34 Since the initial study 
of Barag (1980), the distribution pattern of coins minted for the Bar Kokhba revolt has been used 
to study the limits of the territory held by rebels.35 A similar approach has been taken towards the 
First Jewish War (Shivtiel, Zissu, and Eshel 2009). Although a bit out of the chronological scope 
of this study, F. Duyrat (2015) looked at the distribution of coins in Syria and Mesopotamia from 
the sixth to first centuries BCE as an entry point into the regional economy.  
More specific to the questions posed for Syria in this dissertation, K. Butcher (2002, 
2004) has provided a significant, but incipient study on select patterns of coin distribution within 
northern Syria. His summary conclusions about the careful regulation of coins in the region 
during the Roman period are instrumental to this dissertation (see below). However, as Butcher 
himself admits, much more analysis is needed on specific types of Syrian coins in order to draw 
attention to differences in their circulation over time and space.  
In contrast to these numismatic studies of the East, the prevalence of imperial rather than 
provincial or civic coins in the Roman west has given rise to a slightly different approach to 
distribution studies on this part of the empire. Imperial coin finds are often used as proxies or 
                                                           
33 See D. MacDonald 1976; Butcher 2001-2002.  
34 Howgego 1985, p. ix. 
35 See Bijovsky 2004; Amit and Bijovsky 2007; Gitler 2012, pp. 491.  
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representatives of the central government and its activity in a region. Their presence or absence 
is taken as an indicator of the extent of Roman occupation (Davies and Gregory 1991) or 
changes in imperial policy to a particular region (Hobley 1998; Beliën 2009; Kemmers 2006). 
Noreña (2011) took a more holistic approach by studying the diffusion of imperial ideals into the 
western provinces through the distribution of coins. More has yet to be done to fully realize the 
potential of coin finds as an historical resource (Kemmers and Myrberg 2011), but these studies 
represent promising beginnings. 
The thoroughness of archaeological research in Great Britain has also prompted a 
significant number of methodological studies on best practices for interpreting coin finds and 
their distribution patterns. Drawing upon the earlier work of A. Ravetz (1964), R. Reece and P. J. 
Casey have focused on the application of statistical techniques to numismatic material, 
culminating in the often-adopted Annual Average Coin Loss Equation. This equation seeks to 
reconcile disparate coin find data from multiple sites for periods of varying length.36 Discussion 
on other potential statistical techniques for interpreting coin finds also appears in Lockyear 
(2000) and Walton (2011). 
The final group of distribution studies worth mentioning includes those that study the 
presence and quantity of coin finds as an indicator of the health, integration, and operation of the 
Roman economy. Greatly influenced by the study of M. Crawford (1974), K. Hopkins’ article on 
taxes and trade (1980) used coin finds to support his conclusions about the integration of the 
Roman economy. Hopkins (2002) later retracted part of the numismatic underpinning of his 
argument largely because of the criticism of Duncan-Jones (1994) and Howgego (1992, 1994, 
1996).37 Howgego in particular argued that site finds are governed by too many irrecoverable 
                                                           
36 Reece 1972, 1973, 1974, 1982, 1996; Casey 1974, 1986.   
37 See also Metcalf 1999. 
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factors to reconstruct the original supply of money to an area. Furthermore, many reasons exist 
to question a one-to-one connection between coin finds and the economy of a region.38 
Alternative calculations with coins have been proposed, such as using die studies to calculate 
production size (Esty 1986, Howgego 1992, de Callataÿ 1995, 2011). All the same, scholars still 
pursue the link between coin finds and the economy of a region (Katsari 2008, 2011).     
 Each of these studies forms an important backdrop to the approach taken in this 
dissertation primarily in terms of the source and scale of data used, what coin finds were taken to 
represent, and how the results of the study were presented. That said, a few challenges need to be 
raised. First, many studies reveal a lively debate in how to explore coin distribution data visually 
across time and space, especially when the finds from multiple locations are considered. The 
studies of Howgego (1985) and Hobley (1998) particularly suffer from a lack of clear 
visualization. Second, although numismatists working on material throughout the Roman Empire 
have adopted and adapted the methods of Reece and Casey, these methods have not received the 
critical examination demanded before they could be used. Finally, despite the diversity of 
approaches surveyed above, distribution studies tend to concentrate on coin find data as an 
economic indicator.39 More can and should be done to explore the socio-political implications of 
coin distribution patterns.  
 This dissertation seeks to address all three issues as it considers the distribution of coin 
data related to ancient Antioch. First, this dissertation proposes the 3-D software of Google Earth 
as a dynamic and accessible tool for visualizing large amounts of coin data and searching for 
patterns. Second, this dissertation advocates the application of straightforward statistical methods 
to the coin data, which take into account the vagaries of survival and historical context. Finally, 
                                                           
38 See Chapter 4. 
39 For example, see the balance of essays in King and Wigg 1993. The mix of essays in Kaenel and Kemmers 2009 
challenge the purely economic look of coin finds. See also Metcalf 1999, p. 10.   
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this dissertation explores the distribution of numismatic data not only through an economic lens, 
but through the socio-political significance of coin finds. The first two methodological proposals 
are dealt with in detail in Chapter 4, but the theoretical foundations to this dissertation need 
immediate explanation.     
 
Theoretical Considerations to the Distribution of Coins 
As stated earlier, coins can be used to study more than their economic value because of 
the significance of the issuing authority to a coin’s use and movement in the ancient world. 
Casey writes, “The essential defining characteristic of a coin is not its shape or metal, but that it 
should expressly or implicitly show the authority by which it was issued and which, in the last 
analysis, guarantees its utility as a means of exchange."40 The importance of this feature is 
demonstrated on two levels: a coin’s function as one form of money (i.e., a measure of value, a 
store of wealth, and/or a medium of exchange) and its more restricted circulation as currency 
(i.e., the general use of a coin in public or private exchanges and payments).     
First of all, issuing authority mattered because the Romans partially ascribed to a 
fiduciary monetary system. Much like paper money today, the nominal value ascribed to an 
ancient coin by an issuing authority was oftentimes higher than the intrinsic value of its metallic 
content. This was especially true for bronze coins, but for silver coins as well since they were 
increasingly debased during the Roman period.41 The overvaluation of coins was used to cover 
production expenses and possibly to create a profit for the issuing authority.42 For these 
                                                           
40 Casey 1986, p. 12. For a larger discussion on metallism vs. chartalism, see Katsari 2011, p. 244-253. 
41 The jurist Paulus (Dig. 18.1.1 pr.) discusses the transition to a fiduciary system. Lo Cascio 1996, pp. 273-276; 
Harris 2008, pp. 199-201; Verboven 2007, pp. 246-247; Harl 1996, pp. 6-8; Harl 1987, pp. 18-19. The Seleucids 
also used bronze as a token coinage (see Aperghis 2004, pp. 223-226).  
42 Howgego 1985, p. 92. See Katsari 2011, pp.  212, n. 22, 212-215, for a bibliography on the Sestos inscription and 
the pride and profit gained by a Hellenistic city in issuing coin. For the profit gained by mints under the Seleucids, 
see Aperghis 2004, pp. 225-226.   
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overvalued coins to work as “money,” their stated value and the represented authority who 
determined that value had to be recognized and accepted by the coin user. In other words, a 
coin’s functionality as money depended not always on intrinsic value, but upon a natural or 
enforced “confidence exchange” between coin issuer and coin user.43 Because of this necessary 
relationship between issuer and user, bronze and silver coins did not normally move about 
indiscriminately, but only within the bounds of where they were accepted for their value as 
money. 
One of the clearest ancient examples of an enforced “confidence exchange” is the Edict 
of Gratidianus passed by the central Roman government in 85 BCE. The instability of the era 
had resulted in some form of monetary crisis, in which, according to Cicero, “no one knew what 
he had” (Cic. Off. 3.80). As an effort to restore confidence in their fiduciary money and establish 
a set exchange rate, this edict persuaded acceptance of “a token bronze coinage” by threatening a 
penalty for refusing it.44  
Even if the intrinsic value or issuing authority of a coin could encourage its wider use as 
money, a coin’s movement could be limited to where it circulated as currency.45 In the Roman 
world coins usually circulated on one of three levels: across the empire, on a provincial or 
regional scale, or within a single city’s territory. As will be more fully explained in the next 
section, archaeological finds suggest that a range of factors determined on which of these levels a 
coin circulated. Some of these factors were determined by geography or the inherent quality of a 
coin, but archaeological and textual evidence also reveal enforced regulation on the part of the 
                                                           
43 Christiansen 2004, p. 15.  
44 Lo Cascio 1981, pp. 77-78; Crawford 1985, pp. 189-191; Verboven 1994, pp. 117-131. On the aftereffects of the 
public’s loss of confidence in governmental coin in the third century CE, see Harris 2008, pp. 204-206. For 
examples from the Greek world, see Burnett 1987, p. 86, as well as the Athenian Law on Silver Coinage, the Decree 
of Olbia Regulating Coinage, Ptolemaic Regulation of Imported Coins (P. Cairo Zenon 59.021), and the Decree on 
the Use of Bronze Coins in City Markets from Gortyn, Crete (SIG 525).   
45 On bullion’s possible use as a medium of exchange, see Howgego 1992, pp. 9-11.  
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central, provincial, and local governments. This evidence is closely examined below, but from a 
theoretical perspective, the local and central governments had to monitor circulation in order to 
maintain confidence in their own monetary system.46 As Butcher writes, “There had to be some 
regulation of coinage in each city in order for the users, the moneychangers and the city 
authorities to know what their coins were worth.”47 The fact that all coins in the Roman Empire 
could potentially be exchanged according to a common Roman standard did not guarantee that 
non-local issues could circulate as currency within a city or region.  
The exact reasons why a government decided to let the coins of specific authorities 
circulate are often beyond the available evidence. We can theorize, however, on the basis of find 
spots and inferred circulation patterns that it was often a mixture of which coins were available 
and a relationship between the issuing authority and the user. This relationship was subject to 
change due to political and socio-economic developments within a broader region, which may be 
reflected in the archaeological record. Mapping changes in the distribution pattern of coin finds 
over space and time can help to visualize how the relationship between an issuing authority and a 
particular area changed due to political factors and historical circumstances.48   
 
Cautions in Using Coin Finds as Historical Evidence 
Some cautions must be established within such an approach. Discussed in greater detail 
in Chapter 4, it is important to understand that site finds reveal only an echo of actual circulation 
patterns. Any results based upon site finds are subject to reconsideration as more data becomes 
available. The conclusions presented in this dissertation are mainly drawn from regional patterns 
                                                           
46 Burnett 1987, p. 104. The chaos in the American colonies preceding the 1764 Currency Act provides an excellent 
illustration of what happens when governments do not regulate the monetary system.   
47 Butcher 2004, p. 145.  
48 Butcher 2001-2002, p. 118; Casey 1986, p. 113.  
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with due consideration of other textual and archaeological evidence, the vagaries of survival, and 
the historical background. Furthermore, though the significant presence of coins on a site may 
indicate that they were once used there, the absence of coins only reveals that archaeologists did 
not find them there.49 Without explicit testimony, one can only speculate based upon broader 
regional patterns whether or not these coins could have circulated as currency in a particular 
location.  
 It is equally necessary to remember that the archaeological record will reflect other types 
of coin movement, which may have nothing to do with a coin’s role as “currency.” A coin could 
move outside of the area where it normally circulated either because of the agency of individuals 
(e.g., a traveler keeping foreign coins in his pocket) or special circumstances (e.g., troop 
movement). One must be careful in such cases to differentiate which finds suggest a coin’s use 
as currency, as a form of fiduciary money (i.e. where its issuing authority is recognized, but the 
coin must be exchanged before it can be used as currency), or as a store of wealth or token 
dependent upon its intrinsic or cultural value.50  
This last interpretation of an ancient coin is best illustrated with a few examples from the 
Roman period. First, Roman denarii and aurei are found as far east as India. These finds most 
likely reflect trade between the two regions, but the coins themselves were most likely hoarded 
as bullion (i.e., gold and silver reckoned in bulk and not in individual value) rather than treated 
as everyday currency in the Far East.51 In a second example, one explanation for finds of 
imperial silver beyond the northern Roman frontier is that the coins were viewed as commodities 
and bullion or treated as a prestige good long after they lost their value as currency.52 Finally, the 
                                                           
49 See the comments of Davies and Gregory 1991, p. 67; Harl 1996, p. 3-4; Ryan 1988, p. 63.   
50 For an excellent summary of the evidence, see van Heesch 2008. 
51 Turner 1989, p. 16, 19-24; Howgego 1994, p. 8; Harris 2008, pp. 176-177.   
52 Howgego 1995, pp. 102-105; Berger 1996, pp. 56-61. See also Howgego 2013, pp. 33-34.   
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few bronze Antiochene coins of the early empire recovered in Britain or Portugal more likely 
indicate the movement of individuals carrying pieces of metal rather than Syrian coins 
circulating as currency in western Europe (see Chapter 10). In all these instances, each coin 
likely lost any value dependent upon the issuing authority and was instead reduced to the 
intrinsic worth of its metal or an endowed cultural value. These are admittedly exceptional 
examples, but they highlight the need to differentiate anomalous coin movement from regular 
circulation as currency.  
Despite these cautions, coin finds are an especially valuable resource for the historian. 
Because of the limitations to where they once circulated as money, coins have the potential for 
illuminating patterns of activity and socio-political boundaries otherwise incomplete or absent 
within the ancient record. It is therefore important to consider next the natural/inherent, 
manufactured, and enforced limitations to the use and movement of coins as currency so that 
they are studied appropriately as ancient evidence. Some overlap admittedly exists among the 
following categorization of limitations, but they are parsed out here for clarity in how they may 
apply to larger historical questions.     
 
Natural and Inherent Limitations to the Circulation of Coins 
 Some limitations to the distribution of coins can be anticipated either because of a natural 
phenomenon like geography or some characteristic inherent to coins. Geographical features such 
as a mountain range or sheer distance could divide two regions to such an extent that coins 
minted at one place would not naturally circulate at the same levels in the other place.53 For 
example, the miles dividing western Europe from Syria best explain why imperial coins minted 
                                                           
53 Harris 2008, pp. 198-199, argues that the ancients tried to avoid transporting large amounts of coin over long 
distances because of the risks involved. See also de Ligt 2003.  
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at Antioch during Late Antiquity do not represent as high of the percentage of finds from 
Spanish and Portuguese sites as those from western mints, even though the entire empire used 
the same currency.54 
Metallic content also had some influence on a coin’s circulation. Based upon site finds, a 
silver coin generally circulated farther than one made of bronze partially because of the greater 
intrinsic value of the silver. Even variations in silver content may have affected how far a coin 
circulated. For example, the Ptolemaic kings intentionally overvalued their silver so that its low 
intrinsic value would make it less susceptible to circulation beyond the territory where the 
government guaranteed its nominal value. This practice of seigniorage was continued even after 
Egypt became a Roman province, resulting in a limited circulation for this provincial coinage.55 
On the other end of the metallic spectrum, Howgego has proposed that debased silver 
coins from the central empire were prevented from circulating in Gaul beside purer Gallic coins 
during the third century CE.56 Otherwise, on the basis of Gresham’s law, in “areas where local 
silver and denarii of greater intrinsic worth circulated together…, ‘bad’ money would have 
driven out ‘good.”57 Once the purer Gallic coins were debased, coins from both regions did 
intermingle. A similar situation could be interpreted from early imperial finds in Syria. As long 
as high silver Tyrian tetradrachms circulated in the southern portion of the province, Antiochene 
coins with lower silver content remained in the north. This may have changed with reforms 
under Nero, which opened up the rest of Syria to the circulation of Antiochene silver (see 
Chapters 6 and 8).58 Human agency was of course responsible for restricting and regulating the 
                                                           
54 See Howgego 1994, pp. 15-16; Howgego 1996, p. 233; Duncan-Jones 1994, p. 172.  
55 Christiansen 2004, pp. 40-46, 138-139; Metcalf 1982b, p. 322.  
56 Howgego 1994, p. 11; Estiot 2011, p. 542.  
57 Burnett 1987, p. 88.  
58 Butcher 2004, pp. 180-181, 239-240.  
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movement of these coins, but the argument could be made that these restrictions were based 
upon the inherent value of the coin rather than on the issuing authority guaranteeing its value.  
Finally, what the coins could be used for may be considered a natural limitation to their 
circulation. Common sense would suggest that small change was appropriate for day-to-day 
transactions occurring on a local level, whereas bigger denominations of bronze and silver were 
used in payments between the various levels of government in addition to commercial 
exchanges.59 Because of this difference in function, it could be expected that small change would 
naturally circulate closer to where it was issued, whereas larger bronze and silver issues would 
move much farther.  
 
Exceptions to Circulation based upon Natural or Inherent Limitations 
Natural or inherent limitations cannot entirely account for coin circulation, because the 
archaeological record contains too many exceptions to a pattern based simply upon geography, 
metal, or use. First of all, at least for the sites surveyed in this study, foreign coins of any metal 
originating outside the boundaries of the Roman Empire are minimal, which indicates some 
regulation of currency entering imperial territory.60 On the whole, the Roman Empire appears to 
have had a closed currency system actively enforcing the use of its own imperial coin and that of 
the regions under it.61 The only exceptions to this are annexed areas where site finds suggest that 
specific native currencies must have been allowed to continue circulating after the territory 
                                                           
59 Howgego 1995, p. 92.  
60 See Andreau 1999, p. 37; Burnett 1987, pp. 86-88.  
61 Burnett 1987, pp. 86-87; Katsari 2011, p. 186. A similar situation can be seen with coin finds of the Carolingian 
empire with foreign coins found mainly on the fringes of this power’s territory (see McCormick 2001, p. 379).   
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became a part of the empire. This differs from Rome’s predecessors in the Near East as coin 
hoards suggest the Seleucids supported an open currency system for much of their reign.62 
Second, if sheer distance might affect the circulation of coins from one place to the next, 
proximity or ease of travel between two sites is no guarantee that coins from one will be 
discovered in the finds from the other. The few coin finds from Seleucia Pieria appear to reflect 
this. Despite the city’s proximity to Antioch, only three out of the 32 coins found at Seleucia for 
the first century BCE came from Antioch (9.4%), whereas during the Hellenistic period, 88 of its 
118 coin finds (74.6%) came from the Antiochene mint.63 Butcher notes a similar disparity in his 
own study of four sites located within the Orontes Valley despite the many open channels 
encouraging coin movement. The “distinct” differences presented by each coin assemblage have 
led him to conclude that, at least in Syria, coins of the same region did not circulate in 
unrestricted, “naturally” anticipated patterns. Instead, some form of regulation must have 
dictated which coins were acceptable as currency even between neighboring cities.64 The 
reliability of his proposal is discussed further in Chapters 5 and 6.  
Third, metallic content alone cannot have directed where a coin traveled. It is evident that 
bronze normally circulated within a smaller geographical area than silver, but not all bronze 
circulated in an equal expanse. Many eastern bronze coins bearing city ethnics (i.e. titles) and 
iconography are often found concentrated within a 50 to 100 mile radius of the city issuing them, 
suggesting a fairly tight circuit. Other eastern bronzes like the Antiochene SC type or Jewish and 
                                                           
62 See Houghton 2004; Duyrat 2004; Sherwin-White and Kuhrt 1993, pp. 63-65. The Seleucid monetary system did 
eventually close (see Houghton 2012, p. 249). 
63 See Chapter 6.  
64 Butcher 2002, pp. 141-151. See also the comparison made by Butcher 2004, pp. 174-175. 
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Nabataean issues are uncovered across a far wider territory in the Levant, which perhaps 
signifies a broader circulation than most civic coins.65  
Hoard evidence demonstrates that silver coins did not always circulate in an anticipated 
pattern either. Roman denarii are found in significant quantities throughout much of the empire 
from the early principate onwards, and yet coin finds from Syria and the southern Levant suggest 
that these same coins did not begin circulating there until at least a century after annexation. That 
Alexandrian tetradrachms never purposely circulated outside of Egypt is supported by site finds 
and textual evidence. These same sources have also proven that non-Alexandrian silver coins – 
denarii included – were likewise prevented from circulating within Egypt’s borders.66  
Moreover, high silver content does not guarantee the wide circulation of a coin, nor does 
a lower intrinsic value necessarily lead to a restricted circulation. Burnett points out that a few 
“rare” examples of the reverse situation suggest “some legal compulsion” by authorities “to 
accept the two coins together,” lest Gresham’s law take effect.67 The gradual disappearance of 
the purer Tyrian tetradrachms in the face of the more debased albeit imperially promoted 
Antiochene silver may illustrate that very scenario.68  
 
Manufactured Limits to Coin Circulation 
One explanation for the non-natural limitations that appear in a coin’s circulation may 
extend from a manufactured quality like denomination (i.e., the established rather than intrinsic 
value of a coin). Denominational systems differing from the Roman standard are leftovers from 
the monetary systems of political entities predating Roman control. The western Roman Empire 
                                                           
65 T. B. Jones 1963, pp. 313-324; Butcher 2004, p. 177.  
66 Christiansen 2004, pp. 40-46; Howgego 1990, p. 16.  
67 Burnett 1987, p. 88.  
68 Butcher 2004, pp. 180-181, 239-240.  
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had quickly adopted imperial coinage as their currency following annexation, but a diversity of 
local and regional coinages persisted in the East (e.g., Syrian tetradrachm; Asian cistophori). 
This was especially a “problem” in Syria. Butcher comments:  
There seems to have been no attempt by the Roman authorities to impose any order on 
the denominations being issued by each city. Sizes and weights varied from city to city 
and issue to issue. As far as can be ascertained Greek denominations continued to be used 
well into the third century, perhaps down to the very end of civic coinage in Syria.69  
 
These eastern coins were technically “money” (i.e. they had value, regardless of intrinsic worth) 
and were exchangeable with imperial coin and possibly each other. For example, a second-
century CE inscription from Palmyra (OGIS 629) details that taxes on imports and exports were 
reckoned according to Roman denarii and asses, but smaller amounts could still be collected in 
local bronze denominations.70  
This coexistence and interchangeability does not mean that all eastern denominational 
systems were exactly the same, easily converted, or were an appropriate medium for all 
transactions and payments. Textual and archaeological evidence in addition to the coins 
themselves suggest that pre-Roman denominational differences could limit where a coin was 
used, perhaps because of the confusion caused in the marketplace when business was conducted 
according to too many different systems.71 It can therefore be reasoned that where these non-
Roman coins continued to circulate under imperial rule was partly dependent upon an historical 
tradition or path dependence (i.e., where a denominational system had already been established 
for a medium of exchange).72 Finding these patterns of circulation under Roman rule and 
                                                           
69 Butcher 2012, p. 474. 
70 Matthews 1984, pp. 157-80; Butcher 2004, pp. 193-194, 257; RPC I, p. 31-32; McAlee 2007, p. 35.  
71 See Houghton 2004, pp. 64-65.  
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comparing them to earlier patterns may hint at this political legacy and how the borders changed 
over time. 
 
Enforced Regulation of Coin Circulation  
More than manufactured limitations, the ancient evidence testifies to a considerable 
amount of actively enforced regulation of currency within the ancient Roman world. Although 
little is known about the oversight of the mints (see Chapter 3), at least one of the agents 
monitoring the subsequent circulation of coins is known from antiquity: the moneychanger.73 A 
city would appoint this official to provide two services: screen for worn pieces or forgeries and 
hold a monopoly on the exchange of coins.74 A second century CE inscription from Pergamum 
(OGIS 484) best illustrates the latter process. According to the inscription, the moneychangers 
dealt with merchants and shopkeepers, who were required by the city to accept a certain type of 
coin – usually local bronze coins – as payment for their wares. Individuals wanting to make a 
purchase first had to exchange their silver coin for the small bronze pieces with the 
moneychangers.75 A fee was charged on these exchanges, thereby profiting both moneylender 
and the government overseeing the operation.76 Pergamum’s moneychangers were contracted to 
receive eighteen local bronze coins for one denarius, but pay out seventeen local bronze coins for 
a single denarius. Based upon other ancient evidence, the situation at Pergamum has been 
                                                           
73 For an overview of the ancient evidence for moneychangers and other types of banks, see Andreau 1999, pp. 34-
38; Howgego 1985, p. 94, nn. 85-89.   
74 Andreau 1999, pp. 36-39; Harl 1996, pp. 238-239; Crawford 1970, p. 45; Burnett 1987, pp. 102-103; Butcher 
1988b, pp. 25-26; Howgego 1985, pp. 92-94; Verboven 2007, pp. 252-255.  
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in which penalties for illegally exchanging coin are laid out; Joseph. BJ 5.550 for the fluctuation in exchange rates 
during times of war; Aperghis 2004, p. 221, n. 21.  
76 Butcher 2004, p. 146: “The profit made from exchange of silver and bronze may have been a relatively small part 
of the total budget for civic finance, but it provided an incentive to keep coins circulating.”  
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understood as representative of moneychanging in other places of the Roman Empire, even 
though the exchange rate likely differed from region to region.77  
Explicit testimony about the degree to which these moneychangers or any other regulator 
monitored coins from neighboring cities and provinces is lacking, with the exception of the 
aforementioned Egypt. Nevertheless, the care with which cities applied civic countermarks to 
specific coins indicates that cities could exercise selectivity according to issuing authority within 
the wider body of circulating currency. For example, Howgego notes that a single city could 
choose to apply a countermark almost exclusively to its own coins. Why a city would do this is 
unknown, but Howgego speculates that “the civic authorities did not usually feel competent to 
countermark coins of other cities, or that they wished to encourage the circulation of local coins, 
or that they countermarked coins in the civic coffers and decreed that payments to it had to be 
made in local coin.” 78 These countermarks should not be understood as indicating the city’s 
coinage was the sole medium of exchange, but rather as positive evidence for the selectivity 
exercised by even a local government within circulating currency.  
Site assemblages further reveal that if this same selectivity extended to which local coins 
counted as currency, the practice differed from region to region. Both Howgego and Johnston 
interpret site finds in Asia Minor and Greece as indicating the regular and even circulation of 
civic coins outside their city of issue, which suggests “the face values were widely recognizable 
or at least could be easily be translated into their local equivalents.”79 The territorial span in 
which a local coin was accepted as currency still varied among civic issues, as does the 
                                                           
77 Howgego 1985, p. 94; Crawford 1970, p. 43. Butcher 2004, p. 145, n. 13, cautions that the extent of this practice 
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78 Howgego 1985, p. 32; see also pp. 7-8. See also Buttrey 1970. 
79 Johnston 2007, pp. 5, 6-7; Howgego 1985, pp. 32-34, 92. See also the study by D. MacDonald 1976, pp. 40-47.  
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proportion of local to non-local coins found in a single city.80 According to Johnston’s 
calculations, an individual city’s own coinage represents at least half of the site finds surveyed 
for the imperial period, but can reach as high as 80% and 90% as in the case with Troy and 
Athens.81  
This considerable interchangeability does not appear to be the standard situation in Syria. 
Site finds in this province display both regional divisions in which types of silver and bronze are 
uncovered and, as referenced earlier, great differences even on a local level in which issuing 
authorities of bronze coins are found.82 This could be the effect of incompatible denominational 
systems among the cities – the aforementioned “manufactured limitation.” Even if their value as 
money was recognized or their rate of exchange with imperial coinage was assured, confusing 
denominational differences among civic coins could have created an “artificial barrier” to the 
circulating body in requiring the exchange of one for the other before it could be used within city 
limits.83 Unfortunately, only rarely do coins from this region bear any marks of value and the 
exact relationship based upon sizes and type is too poorly understood within current scholarship 
for denominational differences to be the conclusive explanation for this pattern.84   
Instead, whatever obstacle these denominational differences presented, one should not 
discount the impact an issuing authority could have had on where a coin circulated. Marks of an 
issuing authority served as a distinguishing feature of that coin’s value and the power 
guaranteeing it. A bronze or silver coin issued and backed by the central authority had a 
“universal” value, which explains why it could be used throughout the kingdom or empire and 
                                                           
80 See Lo Cascio 1981, pp. 77-78, n. 13: “Whereas it was possible to use the denarius everywhere, without 
exchanging it (except for petty transactions, such as the ones alluded to in OGIS 484), it was perhaps not possible to 
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81 Johnston 2007, p. 5, n. 22.  
82 Butcher 2002, pp. 141-151; Butcher 2004, pp. 174-175. 
83 Duncan 1993, p. 3; Grant 1956, pp. 102-12; Andreau 1999, p. 37; RPC I, p. 32-33 
84 Butcher 2004, pp. 148, 174-176, 205-215.  
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therefore why it is found on sites within a greater territorial span.85 On the other hand, a civic 
coin with its city ethnic and iconography was authorized by a far more circumscribed political 
entity – even if it also contained an imperial portrait – and was thereby less useful as a medium 
of exchange in places distant from the authority which gave it value.86  
This finer distinction by neighboring cities on the basis of a coin’s authority offers an 
attractive explanation for the coin assemblages on Roman sites in Syria.87 Butcher examined site 
finds from Syria and reasons that if the “demands of civic pride” would not encourage use of the 
city’s own coin above all others, concerns about the worth of a coin would have at least made 
municipal officials cautious about which coins to accept as currency:  
Who guaranteed the value of civic bronze coins in circulation? As far as I can see, in the 
case of civic bronzes it was the issuing city – even if that city was using the coins of 
another city and not producing its own. How would anyone in Antioch use a coin of 
Apamea, unless there was some agreement between Apamea and Antioch to uphold its 
value? If not, who would determine its value?88 
 
Hard evidence for this theory is lacking beyond the coins themselves, but such an explanation 
would account for the seeming restricted circulation and selectivity evident in Syrian coin 
assemblages.  
The types of non-imperial coins that moved beyond the normal circumference of civic 
coins probably did so because an additional cultural or political authority increased their value.89 
Jewish coins of the first century CE are found in significant quantities as far north as Syria, 
which may be the result of extended Jewish communities prompting their wider distribution as 
currency.90 The apparently widespread use of “provincial” silver such as the cistophori in Asia or 
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the Syrian tetradrachms in the Levant may have been as much the result of traditional Hellenistic 
patterns as Roman cultivation of a provincial tax system.91 Certain bronze issues like the 
provincial SC of Antioch or the CA coinage of Asia also had a wider circulation, suggesting to 
some that the Roman state encouraged their widespread use.92 These coins are nevertheless 
concentrated within a particular region and did not move as freely as the issues of the central 
government. Instead, the boundaries and laws of individual provinces may have constrained the 
coin system of a region to accept one issuing authority and not another.93 Whether civic, 
provincial, or central, the issuing authority appears to have been a feature which could extend or 
hamper a coin’s circulation.  
 
Individual Notice of Issuing Authority 
To what degree everyday citizens contributed to this regulation of coinage or even 
noticed differences in metallic content or changes in iconography is unclear.94 As long as a coin 
was accepted “at face value by others” during market exchange or governmental payments, there 
would have been no need of their knowing its intrinsic value.95 Some notice of at least a coin’s 
type is likely, though the impact made by its message is debatable.96 The “user’s point of view” 
towards these coins has been imagined anywhere from highly susceptible to the coin’s 
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propaganda to completely outside the conversation waged by the elites minting the coins. It is 
equally likely that the level of an individual’s susceptibility changed over time.97  
As a specific example, numismatists often point to the scenario in the New Testament 
Gospels as evidence that even individuals noticed differing features of their coin.98 In this 
account, Jesus answers a question about the legality of paying taxes by pointing to the emperor’s 
portrait and saying that Caesar is owed what belongs to him. In contrast, miscellaneous finds 
among otherwise homogenous groups of coins suggest that physical similarity could sometimes 
cause an out-of-place coin to circulate alongside the regular currency. Howgego notes a few such 
exceptions where certain Egyptian issues “looked sufficiently like denarii to circulate alongside 
them.”99 Like Canadian quarters occasionally passing as currency within the United States, it is 
to be expected that bronze coins of similar size and color would escape the notice of the general 
public.  
On the other hand, the state still needed to regulate coin circulation in order to keep up 
the level of confidence in its monetary system.100 It is for this reason that coin finds can be used 
to study political interactions, the reach of a governmental authority, and how these patterns 
change over space and time, even while accounting for other factors at play.    
 
The Organization of this Dissertation 
With this theoretical foundation in mind, this dissertation examines the transformation of 
ancient Antioch and its relationship to the wider world from its Seleucid beginnings through 
Roman annexation and into the late antique period. Chapter 2 overviews what is known about the 
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historical context and development of Antioch from primarily non-numismatic sources. Chapter 
3 introduces Antioch’s mint and the coins produced there by tracing out problems of chronology, 
terminology, and categorization. Chapter 4 explains the methodology used to analyze the coin 
finds. Chapters 5 through 10 present the results of each regional study on the distribution of 
coins produced at Antioch beginning with the finds at Antioch and working outwards. The 
concluding chapter starts by summarizing the overall distribution of different coins produced at 
Antioch and the challenges this pattern presents to previous assumptions in scholarship. It then 
considers the larger historical implications of these distribution patterns towards the question of 
Antioch’s transformation under the Roman Empire.   
The ultimate goal of this dissertation is to bring an additional approach to the study of 
ancient Antioch and the wider questions of how the Roman Empire handled the annexation and 
integration of already established cities of the East. Great care is taken throughout to present the 
evidence and methodology in a format approachable to the non-specialist for the purpose of 
advocating for coins as a useful, quantitative, and visual historical tool. The hope is that the 
model outlined here will be adopted and adapted to contribute to the histories of other cities and 
regions as well.     
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Chapter 2: The Historical Context 
Trying to follow the long trajectory of Antioch’s historical development is much like 
chasing a person down the street, only to have that person disappear into the crowd or around 
corners. As discussed in Chapter 1, Hellenistic and Roman Antioch is illuminated by fairly 
sparse evidence. The contemporary textual data often refers to the city only indirectly or in 
passing, while the material data for the periods under study is meager compared to what is 
available for other major cities of the Mediterranean. Only in Late Antiquity is Antioch “caught” 
as a rich literary record brings the city into enviable clarity.  
This disparity in evidence makes it tempting to impose a picture of life in late antique 
Antioch onto the elusive city of previous centuries, but this obscures how the city evolved over 
time. It also takes for granted the prominence of the city of Antioch at the top of the eastern civic 
hierarchy. Indeed, many ancient and modern portrayals of Antioch assume the city’s consistent 
seniority throughout its lengthy history. Finally, many accounts of Antioch conflate the Roman 
state’s use of Antioch with the operations and experience of the Antiochenes themselves.   
With that in mind, the goal of the following chapter is to place Antioch within its 
geographic, political, and socio-economic context from its Seleucid origins to the first two 
centuries of the late antique period. This chapter explores what a “city” generally looked like 
under the various rulers who laid claim to the Near East and how Antioch’s experience 
compared. Here, a “city” is defined not by its buildings or grandeur, but rather by the fact that it 
possessed “the institutions of self-government” and “a defined territory within which the 
jurisdiction of the city operated.”101 The goal is not to find out how “Greek” or “Roman” any of 
                                                           
101 Millar 1977, p. 395. See Liebeschuetz 1992, p. 1; Liebeschuetz 2001, p. 2. Known as either polis or civitas in the 
classical period, this definition of “city” was not just a Greco-Roman concept nor necessitated strictly Greco-Roman 
institutions of self-government. See Sherwin-White and Kuhrt 1993, p. 4; Strootman 2011, p. 143; Vlassopoulos 
2007, pp. 106-122.     
  34 
these cities were during antiquity nor is the following chapter intended to be an exhaustive 
chronological history of Antioch, Syria, or the respective governments in control of the region.102 
Instead, the objective is to highlight what is currently understood about Antioch, the various 
entities that lay claim to it, and its development during the ancient world. This will create a 
context and point of comparison for the pattern revealed by the coin evidence.  
 There are a few pitfalls to such an approach. First, when broadly characterizing “city,” a 
certain amount of oversimplification is demanded. This may yield “an overly uniform and 
seriously incomplete portrayal of Syrian cities.”103 The experience of every city was unique, a 
fact which cannot be overemphasized for the urban centers of the greater Levant. On the flip 
side, many of the scholarly arguments made for these cities are already generalizations based 
upon one or two instances in the historical record. This often leads to equally problematic 
“would have” assumptions when constructing how an individual city functioned.104 Third, 
smoothing out the historical record for a generalization of the Near East may obscure how 
ambiguous and ambivalent any definition of this region might be both in terms of its identity and 
its territorial delineations. Recognizing these dangers, the following chapter lays out what is 
known about Antioch in its regional context and what remains uncertain.      
 
The Geography of Syria and Antioch   
Key to understanding any socio-political development of Antioch is the geography of the 
region.105 While the political boundaries constituting “Syria” fluctuated over millennia, the 
physical geography itself – mountains broken up by valleys, plains, rivers and deserts – 
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presented the same gateways and barriers to the movement of people within it. In the broadest 
sense, “Syria” sat between the eastern Euphrates River and the western Mediterranean and 
encompassed a variety of terrain from the northern Amanus and Taurus mountain ranges to the 
southern plateau of the Negev. Three zones can be distinguished in the Syrian landscape: the 
long and narrow Mediterranean coastline backed by a north-south strip of hills and mountains 
periodically broken by passes, a rift valley watered by a number of rivers, and an inland portion 
consisting of desert, limestone massif, and fertile steppe. Any movement overland from east to 
west or north and south funneled through this landscape, ensuring the interest of both 
Mediterranean and eastern powers in this region.106  
The city of Antioch sat in the northwestern section of this terrain nestled along the left 
bank of the Orontes River and partially built into the side of Mount Silpius. Such a location 
guaranteed Antioch’s exposure to the full extent of Syria’s landscape.107 The Orontes River and 
the westward valley through which it flowed gave Antioch direct access to the Mediterranean 
and its coastal cities roughly a day’s travel away.108 An upward land route also connected the 
city to the Mediterranean coast via a plateau where its suburb Daphne lay.109 To the south, the 
Orontes River connected Antioch to territory further inland towards Apamea in the upper 
Orontes valley. To the northeast, the Orontes River fed into the Lake of Antioch, which watered 
the fertile Amuq Valley. This valley provided the necessary agricultural land to supplement the 
less productive area directly around Antioch. The river valley also served as a major 
thoroughfare and “gateway” for traffic to and from inland Syria around Aleppo and further east. 
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Access northwest to Cilicia and Asia Minor was somewhat limited by the Amanus and Taurus 
mountains. The Syrian Gates (a.k.a. the Belen Pass) was the major pass on the Syrian side 
granting entry to the west.110  
In the biased opinion of Antioch’s native son Libanius, one could not find a city better 
situated.111 He remarks upon the fertility of the local plains and hills  (Or. 11.13, 15, 19-24, 174-
175), the fullness of the streams (Or. 11.27, 240-248), and the secure proximity to the sea (Or. 
11.34-41, 258). The sea and the lake nurture this prosperity as well as create a transportation 
route to and from the city (Or. 11.260-265). The overhanging mountains provide natural 
resources and shade without disturbing the levelness of the actual city (Or. 11.25-26, 196-202). 
Of course, such an appraisal glosses over the disadvantages of this placement such as the city’s 
propensity for both flooding and earthquakes.112 Nonetheless, Libanius’ celebration begins to 
explain why Antioch might have been of interest to both eastern and western powers.   
 
Seleucid Foundations  
 In addition to geography, it is equally important to consider Antioch’s foundation and 
initial role within the larger program of the Seleucid kings in Syria and the wider east. Antioch 
did not begin life as the prominent city of the Seleucid empire, but rather grew into this role over 
time. Understanding the factors leading to its prominence is key to appreciating the city’s later 
significance in the region.     
The Seleucid kings faced a difficult task in establishing their power. The dissolution of 
Alexander’s empire initially left an eastern kingdom centered at the newly founded city of 
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Seleucia on the Tigris, but Seleucus I’s victory at the Battle of Ipsus in 301 BCE expanded this 
realm into an empire stretching from the Mediterranean to Bactria.113 Unlike their 
contemporaries in Egypt or Macedonia, the Seleucids faced a substantial amalgam of cultures, 
urban settlements, and administrative structures throughout their territory. Such was the 
inheritance from the Persians’ reliance on a loose hierarchical system rather than homogeneous 
government to keep order. The challenge to Seleucus and his successors was how to construct a 
stable structure within these borders, which would connect and control the heterogeneous 
population under their control while fending off looming powers at the edges.114  
 As much as the Seleucids let certain older structures continue (see below), the immediate 
response of Seleucus I (306-281 BCE) and his successors in gaining an enormous eastern empire 
was colonization. Their goal was to build up a reliable network of cities for the government’s 
political, military, and economic use. This included founding new cities as well as remaking 
extant indigenous cities. Colonization was not consistent throughout the territory, but 
nevertheless spread both west and east along strategic routes based upon the perceived needs of 
the government.115 Overall, as Van der Spek writes, “Assyrian and Persian kings had founded 
new cities, but the scale of Hellenistic urbanization was unprecedented.”116 
Kosmin divides these colonies into two types: 1) “small ungeometric [sic] fortified 
settlements” like Jebel Khalid and early Dura-Europos and 2) “large, grid-planned” cities often 
with dynastic or Macedonian names such as Seleucia on the Tigris. Based upon historical 
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evidence, the Seleucids did not generally seek to create monumental urban centers with 
prominent civic buildings. Rather, these foundations served practical purposes.117 The former 
provided much needed security in strategic locations, whereas the latter had the additional 
function of placing both the administration and the western settlers into a more familiar urban 
setting.118 The cities and their somewhat autonomous government also served as focal points for 
the wider territory of agricultural land and villages.119  
 Despite the importance granted to Antioch by the ancient sources and its later 
significance, the foundation of the city in 300 BCE by Seleucus I must first be understood within 
this strategic context. Antioch’s foundation was part a broader colonization program seeking to 
remake the entire territory, a fact recognized even by Libanius (Or. 11.100-103).120 Seleucus I’s 
plan for Syria especially targeted the Phoenician coast, the interior region near the Euphrates, 
and the wider Orontes Valley.121 In this last region, the Amuq Valley Regional Projects (AVRP) 
did observe a massive change in the settlement across the Amuq Valley around 300 BCE as 
earlier tells were abandoned for cities, substantial towns, and a dispersion of villages and 
farmsteads.122 The Seleucids did not merely create a single city, but transformed the whole 
landscape.  
 Within this broad colonial vision of building networks, Antioch’s foundation was closely 
related to three other major cities known collectively as the Tetrapolis. This urban cluster in the 
northwestern part of Syria included the newly created Mediterranean harbors of Seleucia Pieria 
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and Laodicea by the Sea as well as the inland city of Apamea along the Orontes River.123 Like 
the other cities of the wider colonization project, each city was established as its own entity, 
managed by its own local government, and gradually received buildings that were worthy of its 
civic status.124  
At the same time, these four cities revolutionized the landscape. The artificial harbors 
opened the previously dangerous coast of northern Syria to new commercial and political 
networks. Although earlier ports like al-Mina had allowed traffic and communication from the 
coast, they were unable to support the large-scale needs of the Seleucid government.125 The two 
inland cities continued to capitalize on older transportation routes and the natural resources in 
their vicinity.126 The Tetrapolis thereby became a strategic springboard for further action against 
rival Hellenistic kingdoms pushing in from the west and south or any potential incursions from 
the interior.127 Capdetrey also argues that the geographical balance the Tetrapolis provided to 
Seleucia on the Tigris helped to stabilize Seleucid rule throughout the kingdom and promote 
Seleucid grandeur on a Mediterranean stage.128 The additional commercial importance of these 
new cities is clearly demonstrated by the fact that together Antioch and Seleucia Pieria formed a 
direct link between Babylonia and the sea as a last extension of the famous Silk Road.129  
 Several scholars have recently argued that all four cities initially functioned together as a 
dispersed power center for the Seleucid government. Both harbors acted as naval bases for the 
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Seleucids.130 Apamea appears to have housed a well-fortified military headquarters along with 
stabling the royal stud and Seleucus’ 500 elephants.131 Antioch served as an administrative 
headquarters of sorts and eventually assumed the role of main royal mint from Seleucia Pieria.132 
Grainger also adds that Antioch’s “position made it the main communications centre, with roads 
radiating to the other three cities, towards [Cilicia], and to the east.”133 A past situation in which 
political power was spread among the Tetrapolis is perhaps what Strabo (16.2.4) later referred to 
when he called the cities ἀδελφαὶ διὰ τὴν ὁµόνοιαν (“sisters, because of their concord”).134  
 This picture of a diffused power center challenges the traditional interpretation that 
Seleucus I intended one of the cities – usually Antioch or Seleucia Pieria – to serve as his 
western capital. In support of Antioch as the original western capital stand the much later claims 
of Strabo (16.2.5) and Libanius (Or. 11.85ff, 104) and the fact that the city definitely fulfilled 
this role by the second century BCE (see below). The picture is less than clear for the third 
century BCE, which leads scholars like Honigmann and Downey to wonder whether enough 
circumstantial evidence identifies Seleucia Pieria as Seleucus I’s original western capital.135 
They base their argument upon what can be expected for other capitals: in addition to Seleucia’s 
prime location on the coast, Seleucus named the city after himself, created it as his first 
foundation after defeating his rival, first transferred the royal mint and citizens from Antigonia to 
Seleucia, and was finally interred there by his son. Only after Seleucia showed its weakness to 
invasion was this honor transferred to Antioch. 
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Scholars challenging either identification suggest that the impression given by the ancient 
sources about one of the cities serving as capital is a misreading of the early Tetrapolis cities due 
to the importance later wielded by Antioch.136 These scholars instead propose that Antioch 
experienced a more natural evolution into the role as Seleucid capital. In the third century BCE, 
the kings largely deferred to the decentralized itinerant role of the monarch, engaging with and 
even living in Antioch, but not exclusively so. In the Seleucid period, the lack of representative 
assemblies or other federal associations meant that a capital was simply where the king resided. 
The Seleucid kings appear to have had a number of palaces and residences where they and their 
families lived and operated.137 
If correct, the early development of Antioch could be understood as serving some 
strategic purpose rather than general munificence to an exclusive capital. For example, Antioch 
expanded with the construction of a new quarter begun by Seleucus II (246-225 BCE) and 
finished by Antiochus III (223-187 BCE). As the Ptolemies had captured Seleucia Pieria in 246 
BCE, it is possible that this expansion was an attempt by the Seleucids to strengthen their 
position against Ptolemaic occupation by settling veterans nearby.138 Antioch was not the sole 
strategic center, however, as many of the plans for the actual attack against the Ptolemies appear 
to have been made at Apamea.139  
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The gifts that Antioch did receive from the early kings were also not unique. The late 
antique sources celebrate the endowments Antioch received from the king, which includes 
several temples and statues by Seleucus I (306-281 BCE), a public library, and a general 
beautification by Antiochus III (223-187 BCE).140 Other nearby cities received similar 
endowments at this same time including at least one statue to Laodicea by Seleucus I and a 
temple to Seleucia Pieria by Antiochus I.141 The lack of intense excavation in the Hellenistic 
levels among these sites prevents a comparison of the cities for the early decades of the 
Seleucids, but the general impression from the ancient sources is that buildings and gifts were a 
tangible expression of the dialogue between the kings and their subjects and the former’s 
“continuing royal commitment to urban development.”142 An attempt to weigh this munificence 
in favor of one city is simply beyond the evidence.  
 Emphasizing Antioch’s inception as part of a larger colonization policy and member of a 
strategic unit is not to diminish its own individual makeup at its foundation. According to the 
literary sources, Seleucus founded Antioch with a combination of Macedonian soldiers, the 
descendants of the earlier Greeks involved in the area, and settlers from the earlier colony of 
Antigonia, which included Athenians.143 Josephus suggests an additional Jewish element in the 
initial settlement of Antioch, possibly ex-soldiers under Seleucus’ command; his subsequent 
claims that they received citizenship are more doubtful.144 Downey, drawing upon Strabo 16.2.4, 
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also argues for the presence of native Syrians at the foundation.145 This is a reasonable 
assumption, given the wealth of activity in the Amuq Valley in the preceding years.146 This 
makeup did not, however, make the city inherently more prominent than the others at the 
moment of their foundation.  
 
Central and Civic Governments of the Seleucid Empire 
 Scholarly characterization of Seleucid rule over Antioch and the East following the initial 
colonization falls into two camps. According to the traditional assessment of the Seleucid rule, 
the apparent success of the earliest kings in remaking the landscape diminished over time. 
Seleucid control of Syria and much of the Near East gave way to a number of external and 
internal conflicts for the next 200+ years with monarchs constantly on the move. In the west 
alone, Seleucid history could easily read as one of continual warfare as the kings struggled 
against the other Hellenistic kingdoms of Asia Minor, Greece, and the Ptolemies, as well as the 
Roman Republic and the emerging Hasmonean state.147 Internal dynastic struggles and a slow 
dissolution of power marred the last half of Seleucid rule until 64 BCE.148 Based upon these 
events, the Seleucid empire is often deemed an unstable government incapable of rule; it was 
either almost non-existent or weakly shadowed the centralized control once wielded by the 
Achaemenids.149 
 Newer scholarship challenges this negative portrayal of a passive government by 
highlighting the way the Seleucids conserved, adapted, and revolutionized rule over the vast 
territory of the Near East. From one angle, the Seleucids ably continued to use the Achaemenid 
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system of oversight through satrapies governed by loyal agents either Greek or indigenous.150 
This division of the sprawling empire into administrative districts was not quite a federal system, 
but did initially allow the Seleucid state to achieve its primary goals of exacting taxes, enlisting 
troops, and fulfilling other needs.151 At the same time, this system had the secondary 
consequence of preserving local traditions, heterogeneity, and, ideally, stability.152 This rather 
“liberal” policy extended to the Seleucid’s initially open currency system, which allowed silver 
coins from outside kingdoms and cities to circulate within their borders in addition to the coinage 
issued by the official mint.153 Certain cities and regions even within the borders continued 
minting local forms, which arguably created economic stability for the region while preserving 
local dignity (see Chapter 11).154  
This continuity was balanced by strategic changes and adaptations to the region by the 
Seleucid government. The colonization program described above allowed Seleucus and several 
of his successors to remake the landscape to support the vision and needs of their own central 
administration: a powerful and profitable Seleucid homeland.155 The king as a hands-on ruler 
traveled constantly to visit these foundations, avoiding a single centralized capital for an 
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“itinerant state.”156 The mobile monarch moved not simply because of war and instability, but as 
a shrewd policy to engage and control an enormous empire.157 Internal insurrections did arise 
from individual satraps and whole districts, but this should not diminish our appreciation of the 
Seleucids’ reworking of the East and the legacy they left.158 
The flexibility, rather than passivity, in the Seleucids’ approach to governing the East is 
perhaps best exemplified on the civic level and the adaptable ties connecting the central 
administration to individual cities. Each city took care of its internal operations through its own 
municipal institutions. The form these institutions took differed throughout the empire.159 
Literary evidence, inscriptions, and the Gurob Papyrus cast the political institutions of the 
Tetrapolis in a decidedly western light, whereas eastern Babylon retained its temple authorities 
and council of Esagila.160 Whatever the form these institutions took, the king interacted with 
each city through a series of embassies, treaties, contracts, and other correspondences as well as 
negotiated status and obligations.161 The status each city held could differ with some cities 
gaining tax-free and garrison-free status and others bearing substantial obligations.162 Select 
cities also housed a provincial satrap, whereas many other cities had their own royal official or 
epistates who acted as intermediary between the local municipality and the provincial official.  
Because the framework of the Seleucid government allowed for a measure of internal 
governance, these cities developed into more than simple pawns feeding into the central 
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authority.163 Instead, as Kosmin writes, “assertions of local, city identity are visible throughout 
the empire, not necessarily in opposition to the Seleucid dynasty but always at a certain distance 
from its claims.”164 The clearest evidence for the active role played by cities in the Seleucid 
system shows up in Asia Minor, but hints also appear within Syria.165 For example, the historical 
record testifies to the cooperation and competition that could exist among individual cities or the 
support and hostility that could be directed towards the central government. Hoover suggests that 
titles appearing on municipal coins during the reign of Antiochus IV hint at civic competition: 
when Tyre’s civic government minted “of Tyre, mother [city] of the Sidonians,” Sidon’s mint 
asserted in response “mother [city] of Cambe, Hippone, Citium and Tyre.”166 In another incident 
related by Diodorus 33.5, the city of Arados petitioned a viceroy of the Seleucid king Alexander 
Balas (150-145 BCE) to approve its takeover of the nearby city Marathus. A fragment of 
Posidonios also depicts two northern Syrian cities marching against one another in the second 
century CE.167  
More harmonious relations appear around the same time in 149-147 BCE between the 
governments of Antioch and Seleucia Pieria. Bronze coins struck at Seleucia Pieria bear the 
inscription ΑΔΕΛΦΩΝ ΔΗΜΩΝ (“of brother peoples”), which suggest a short-term league 
between the cities. Downey proposes the cities came together in the face of “untrustworthy royal 
administration.”168 Other cities turned toward the monarch to give and receive support, angling 
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for titles and other privileges.169 In each of these cases, the cities’ ability to voice an opinion – 
either positive or negative – towards the monarch is to Kosmin “the most fundamental 
emergence into the historical record.”170   
 
Antioch under Seleucid Rule 
 It is in this context that the city of Antioch first emerged. In some ways, Antioch’s 
development under Seleucid rule reflects the civic experience of other cities during this time 
period. The scarce extant textual evidence suggests that the municipal government of Antioch 
oversaw its citizens and hinterland through a familiar pattern of boule, demos, magistrates, and 
gymnasium.171 The Gurob Papyrus, which describes a procession from Antioch to meet Ptolemy 
III (246-222 BCE), mentions the presence of priests and a garrison as well.172 According to this 
perspective, the most remarkable contribution to Antioch’s identity was its celebrated suburb 
Daphne, which played host to many festivals and gave rise to the city’s Hellenistic label, 
“Antioch near Daphne.”173 Beyond this local structure, extra governmental presence added 
importance to the city of Antioch. Antioch may have housed the seat of a satrap like Apamea.174 
A city of Antioch’s size likely had an epistates also residing within its walls from the very 
beginning just like Seleucia Pieria.175 In these aspects, Antioch could easily be considered a 
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normal Seleucid city on a prime location governed by two tiers of government: a local 
administration with the presence of a provincial government.  
 Of course, this important yet formulaic role is only half the picture. Even if the central 
government initially diffused its attention among the Tetrapolis cities, by the mid-second century 
BCE, Antioch clearly housed the western and eventually sole capital of the Seleucid empire.  
The turning point arrived with the reign of Antiochus IV (176-165 BCE). In the years preceding 
his rule, the Seleucids had experienced a geographical reorientation of their empire after they lost 
Asia Minor and much of Mesopotamia, but gained a large portion of the southern Levant. Based 
upon Kosmin’s depiction of the regular traffic routes of the Seleucid kings, northern Syria 
remained an important juncture for travels throughout the empire.176 Once Antiochus IV seized 
the empire from his brother’s heirs, he sought to establish a base from which to secure his 
tenuous claim against both internal and external rivals.177 The territorial gains in the south had 
diminished the importance of Apamea as a headquarters against the Ptolemies, whereas the 
vulnerability of the northern harbors during the previous century undermined their use as 
political centers.178  
Antiochus IV appears to have turned his focus to Antioch, which was both strategically 
located and primed for a propagandistic display of his power. He showered the city with building 
projects like an aqueduct, bouleuterion, and temples, celebrated festivals, and added a fourth and 
final quarter to Antioch.179 More importantly, Antiochus IV clearly led the central government 
from the city.180 Under his rule and that of his successors, foreign powers sent honors to 
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Antioch.181 Military expeditions were launched from the city and returned there.182 In the 
dynastic conflict of the later second and first centuries BCE, rivals struggled over control of 
Antioch. This gives the impression that he who ruled the city was the legitimate king.183 The 
archaeological evidence corresponds to this elevated position of Antioch: recent investigation in 
the suburbs of the city show that the Late Seleucid city had already extended to where the future 
Romans walls stood, meaning the city was “significantly larger” in this period than previous 
scholarship thought.184 Such growth, coupled with the literary evidence, reveals Antioch’s size 
and importance to the central Seleucid government had surpassed the other cities of the 
Tetrapolis and Syria.185  
Once again, the presence and designs of the central government toward Antioch should 
not overshadow the internal character of the city in respect to its citizens, institutions, and wider 
population. The snippets of available evidence portray people moving in, out, and around the city 
for both royal and non-royal purposes. Polybius 30.25-27 records that a festive procession of 
Antiochus IV at Antioch included a military made up of Mysians, Cilicians, Thracians, Gauls, 
Macedonians, horsemen from Nisa, slaves and freemen, and visiting Romans and Greeks. Two 
other passages describe Antiochus IV wandering around the city, encountering foreigners, 
musicians, silversmiths and goldsmiths, craftsmen, citizens and common people in their 
workshops, at the agora, near the temples, and in the public baths.186 An inscription from Delos 
also mentions merchants from Antioch traveling into the Mediterranean.187  
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Later evidence testifies to a flourishing religious and intellectual community within the 
city in the Seleucid period. For example, in a speech by Cicero (Arch. 4), Antioch is described as 
celebri quondam urbe et copiosa, atque eruditissimis hominibus liberalissimisque studiis 
adfluent (“once a populous and abundant city filled with the most learned people and the noblest 
studies”).188 A wealthy Antiochene living at Rome bestowed a library and a temple to the Muses 
to the city upon his death.189 Cypriot, Greek, and Egyptian cults were likely established at 
Antioch during this time period in addition to those of Apollo, Artemis, and Daphne already 
present.190 The writings of Josephus make clear that a strong Jewish presence continued within 
the city in their own communities and as mercenaries and auxiliary troops.191  
 A collective identity of the Antiochene demos is also visible in the evidence in the 
Seleucid period, most notably in conflicts with the Seleucid leadership. During the third and 
early second century BCE, instances of the Antiochenes taking politically independent action are 
few, perhaps because of the many veterans settled there or because the obligations to the king 
were distributed among several Syrian cities.192 The Gurob Papyrus provides a small hint to civic 
assertion. When Antiochus II died, a struggle for the throne ensued between his two wives. 
Because of their ties to the Egyptian wife Bernice, the Antiochenes welcomed Ptolemy III into 
the city around 244 BCE to support Bernice’s claim. Ptolemaic rule at Antioch did not last, as 
the Seleucid kings quickly reclaimed the city.193  
From the mid-second century BCE on, however, dynastic conflict among the Seleucid 
kings and their need to secure resources elevated the role of cities “as not only a prize to be 
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wooed but also a source of semistable authority in a broken world.”194 That the Antiochenes took 
advantage of this conflict to advance their own position is amply illustrated in the tumultuous 
period from the 160s into the 140s BCE. The hatred of the Antiochenes towards Demetrius I 
(162-150 BCE) led them into a pact with Orophernes, the brother to the king of Cappadocia.195 
Shortly thereafter in 149-147 BCE, the aforementioned appearance of coins with ΑΔΕΛΦΩΝ 
ΔΗΜΩΝ may have been a popular assertion of independence under Alexander Balas, whom the 
Antiochenes hated and gladly expelled in 145 BCE. When Ptolemy VI refused the Antiochenes’ 
offer of kingship in that same year, they received Demetrius II instead. He won their favor by 
defeating Alexander, who had burnt and pillaged the city’s territory. The people of Antioch soon 
turned against Demetrius II, mocking him and laying siege to his palace before being defeated by 
the mercenaries sent against them.196 The citizens of Antioch apparently never had the resources 
to establish their own independent state, but they clearly wielded enough autonomy to choose 
from a growing pool of candidates.  
 
Decline and End of the Seleucids  
 In the closing years of the Seleucid empire, the flexibility of the kings’ network 
ultimately worked against them as outside pressures, increasing dynastic conflict, and a loose 
internal structure undercut their ability to support their government and control their territory.197 
On the borders, the Parthians now aggressively moved in from the east as the Romans infiltrated 
the western territory. Inside the borders, an independent Hasmonean state had already broken 
away to the south by the end of the second century BCE, but other kingdoms and tribes also 
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sought independence. The branches of the Seleucid family tree fought bitterly over the resulting 
kingdom of “Syria and some appendages.”198  
 As the central Seleucid government faced the fragmentation of their empire, many Syrian 
cities apparently found a greater voice for the internal independence they already held. At the 
end of the second century BCE, a wave of civic minting spread across the region. These coins 
celebrated local types instead of a royal Seleucid portrait, declared civic autonomy, and used a 
calendar independent of the Seleucid system.199 The usual explanation for this increased minting 
is that the Seleucid rulers sought either to give thanks to loyal cities or desperately woo the city 
for support by allowing them to produce their own coin, but it could be possible that the 
weakening of Seleucid oversight also granted the cities a new venue for continuing patterns of 
civic rivalry (see Chapter 3).200 If an analogy can be drawn to the “autonomous” cities of Asia 
Minor under the earlier Seleucid empire, this status might have also freed cities from paying 
tribute or housing garrisons.201 By the first century BCE, the urban network the early Seleucid 
rulers had relied upon was breaking apart into free agents capable of supporting different 
claimants to the throne.202   
As other cities found greater independence, the city of Antioch appears to have 
experienced the opposite. As capital city for the Seleucids, Antioch became the object of a 
                                                           
198 Grainger 1990, p. 170.  
199 Butcher 2004, pp. 24-25, 124; Baldus 1987, pp. 121-123. See Rigsby 1996, pp. 481ff, who examines the titles 
assumed by the major cities of Syria. Laodicea ad Mare took on the title of “sacred and autonomous” sometime after 
106/5 BCE. Apamea minted coins with “sacred and inviolable” at least by 76/5 BCE. Larissa minted coins with 
divine before 86/5 BCE, subsequently adding autonomous. Tripolis minted coins with sacred and autonomous 
beginning around 100 BCE.   
200 See Meadows 2001.  
201 See Ma 1999, pp. 162-165. The title autonomous did not always coincide with these privileges.   
202 Grainger 1990, pp. 170-200; Sartre 2005, pp. 10-30; Cohen 2006, p. 28; Kosmin 2014, pp. 238-251. The 
conference proceedings in Erickson and Ramsey 2011 attack the question of Seleucid dissolution from multiple 
angles.   
  53 
muddled series of dynastic claims with only occasional periods of respite.203 The exasperation of 
Kosmin illustrates this well: “Between 121 and 97 the half-brothers Antiochus VIII and 
Antiochus IX threw one another out of Antioch-by-Daphne four or five times, each thereby 
having several separate, short, insignificant reigns in the city.”204 As the kingdom shrank, the 
monarchy piled on greater burdens of money, supplies, and troops upon the Antiochenes.205 The 
Antiochenes rejected some of these demands as when they violently opposed Alexander II’s 
plunder of the Temple of Zeus. All the same, they still remained under Seleucid control.206 
The numismatic evidence nevertheless suggests a soft spot opened in the monarchy’s 
authority over the city by the early first century BCE, when Antioch began producing its own 
civic bronze from 92/91 to 70/69 BCE. Far later than the other issuing cities, this may signal the 
weakening of the central government at Antioch or at least a concession from the central 
government in light of the position of other cities.207 These issues lack any royal portrait and bear 
the legend ΑΝΤΙΟΧΕΩΝ / ΤΗΣ ΜΗΤΡΟΠΟΛΕΩΣ (“of the metropolis of the Antiochenes”).208 
The title of metropolis was likely connected to the imperial cult in the later Roman period (see 
below), but its significance during the first century BCE is far less clear. No evidence indicates 
the title was used in a traditional sense to denote a “mother-city” of colonies.209 Haensch 
suggests the term referred simply to the size, economic role, and social power of Antioch as the 
“central city.”210 Rigsby considers this title “unprecedented” for the period and suggests that 
whatever its exact meaning, it held more honor than other titles previously bestowed upon the 
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city by Seleucid kings trying to “outbid” rivals “for the loyalty of the city.”211 In lieu of more 
explicit testimony, the possibility must also be left open that the city claimed the title for itself as 
the Seleucid state diminished, which may explain why Antiochus XIII may have ended the 
production of these coins and therefore the celebration of the title in 70 BCE.212  
In the end, despite small periods of stability, the growing pressure on the Antiochenes 
may have become too much for them to handle.213 Unhappy and exhausted, the ancient texts say 
the citizens of Antioch looked for relief from a non-Seleucid power.214 They vetoed Mithridates 
of Pontus because of his war with Rome and Ptolemy of Egypt due to his history of enmity with 
Syria. The winning candidate was Tigranes of Armenia, who could offer security through his 
alliances with both Parthia in the East and Mithridates in the West. The ancient sources differ in 
exactly how it happened, but by invitation, force, or both, Tigranes of Armenia wrested control 
of Syria and Cilicia away from the Seleucids in 83 BCE.215 Some cities, such as Laodicea, 
Berytus, and Apamea, appear to have joined Antioch in welcoming Tigranes, but Seleucia Pieria 
held out against the new ruler for the entire eighteen-year period of Armenian occupation. 
Antioch appears to have chosen wisely, as this period offered a brief moment of peace for the 
region after the considerable turmoil that ended the Seleucid empire.216  
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Roman Annexation of the Near East 
The Roman Empire had remained on the periphery of Syria through much of the dynastic 
conflict that plagued the region, but the inability of Tigranes to control the growing pirate 
problem as well as his support for Mithridates posed a danger for Mediterranean stability. In 69 
BCE, the Romans stepped into the Near East and forced Tigranes’ withdrawal.217 The Romans 
and Antiochenes initally attempted to install the Seleucid heir Antiochus XIII as a client king, 
but this experiment failed under regional rivalry.218 Formal annexation soon followed in 64 BCE, 
when the general Pompey brought a substantial portion of Asia and the Levant into the Roman 
Empire.219  
The Romans faced a similar challenge to their Seleucid predecessors in assuming so large 
a territory. Whatever order had once been gained by the Seleucids through colonization and 
satrapal administration was now, in the words of Kosmin, “shattered into a mosaic of small and 
mutually hostile statelets.”220 In the area of greater Syria and the southern Levant, Pompey faced 
not only Seleucid cities, but also the Hasmonaean state, the kingdom of the Nabataeans, the 
chiefdoms of Emesa and the Ituraean dynasty, and other microstates.221  
 Given the complexity of Syria and the wider region, annexation into the Roman Empire 
was a far more gradual and fluid “experiment” than the ancient sources imply.222 For his part, 
Pompey targeted three political units as sources of stability for the region: client-kingdom, 
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province, and individual city. Client-kingdoms – such as the now reduced Hasmonean state or 
the Nabataeans in the south – were entrusted to take care of their own territory, respect Roman 
interests, and maintain order.223 Within the newly created provincia of Syria – located south of 
Commagene roughly stretching from Phoenicia to the Euphrates – Pompey focused less on 
developing a centralized provincial bureaucracy, but instead “nurtured the development of the 
region’s real infrastructure, the city-states.”224 In addition to restoration and expansion, he 
declared these cities “free,” which granted or merely reinforced their ability to manage the daily 
operations of their territory and perhaps lightened imperial burdens.225 Pompey’s exploitation of 
extant cities in Syria contrasts with his almost non-existent colonization policy in Syria for this 
period.226 Pompey did found cities elsewhere in the East, but seems to have enough civic 
resources at his disposal in Syria.227 The first decade following Pompey’s settlement ran 
smoothly enough under the appointed Roman legates, who oversaw matters of money and taxes, 
rebuilt cities, dealt with continuing tensions in the southern Levant, and provided some defense 
against any threats originating outside the vague provincial borders.228  
 Nevertheless, the effects on Syria from the brewing Roman civil wars show how tenuous 
the Roman administration’s hold over the province remained. New claimants to the imperial seat 
could sway each separate political entity that continued to exist in the East. Pompey had found 
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support in the population of Syria via the efforts of his father-in-law and then governor Metellus 
Scipio. Following his defeat of Pompey, Caesar came through Syria in 47 BCE and attempted to 
win over the province through gifts to several cities.229 That same year, however, the new Syrian 
governor and relative of Caesar was assassinated by Pompey’s ally Caecilius Bassus, who 
subsequently incited Apamea’s rebellion with the support of Rome’s supposed client states in the 
region.230 Following Caesar’s assassination, the conspirator Cassius came to Syria and was able 
to raise support, money, and troops after wresting control from the legitimate Roman 
governor.231 Mark Antony stepped in next with plans to turn over many parts of the Levant to the 
Egyptian Queen Cleopatra.232 Intermixed within this internal discord, the Parthians succeeded in 
seizing Syria in 41 BCE and held on to the province for the next two years.233 These events give 
the impression that Syria was not firmly under Roman control as an organized, unified province. 
Instead, an unstable central government and the competing interests of individuals and 
governmental entities in many ways continued the turmoil of the earlier first century BCE.234   
 
Roman Annexation of Antioch  
During this transitional period of the first century BCE, Antioch’s size, economic use, 
cultural credentials as “metropolis,” and political importance to the previous rulers prompted 
close consideration by the Romans.235 Even before annexation in 67 BCE, Malalas records that 
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Antioch received a circus and palace from the governor of Cilicia, Q. Marcius Rex, possibly as a 
bid for the city’s support for the Roman state.236 Roman munificence continued through the 
following years, but it is harder to gauge the significance of these gifts within a regional context. 
As with other cities, Pompey bestowed libertas on Antioch and supported repairs within the 
city.237 Caesar also confirmed Antioch’s status as “free” and presumably added his own 
buildings to the city including a basilica called the Kaisareion, a new theatre, an amphitheater, an 
aqueduct, and a public bath.238 Mark Antony’s contribution to Antioch and several other cities 
appears to have been a restoration of property previously confiscated by Cassius to the Jews.239 
Each gift reads as a hazy bid for support and control by the Roman leaders not unlike the action 
taken by the Hellenistic kings before them.240   
Perhaps more uniquely, Antioch emerges from the scanty historical record as a center of 
political action in the north. There is no indication that the city was made a provincial seat at this 
point (see below).241 Nevertheless, C. Cassius, quaestor to Crassus and temporary governor, used 
Antioch as a stronghold to rebuff a Parthian invasion in 51 BCE; his successor Bibulus 
presumably followed the same policy.242 During the reign of Antony, the governor Saxa fled 
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from Apamea to Antioch to avoid the Parthians.243 Didius, the governor at the end of the conflict 
between Antony and Octavian, kept a band of Antony’s supporters near Antioch at Daphne.244  
The major players of the Roman civil wars also made use of Antioch. Pompey appears to 
have aimed for Antioch when fleeing Caesar, only to learn the city had closed against him (see 
below).245 The conspirator Cassius’s hold on Antioch was so strong that the legitimate governor, 
Cornelius Dolabella, reluctantly camped out at Laodicea instead.246 Antony appears to have used 
Antioch as one of his administrative centers, in one instance ordering Herod’s rival for Judaea – 
Antigonus – to be brought to Antioch and beheaded.247 Native figures also appear to have come 
to Antioch (and Daphne) in search for the Roman leaders, such as Herod and other Jewish 
leaders seeking out Antony there on at least two separate occasions.248  
 Roman governmental interest in Antioch did not erase the Antiochenes’ ability to act for 
themselves. Perhaps the clearest indication is provided by examples of Antiochenes taking 
initiative in the political sphere. Malalas 8.31 reports that the Antiochenes were persuaded by the 
governor Bibulus to send two of their statues – Zeus Keraunios and Athena – to Rome as a favor; 
the accompanying inscription read: “The demos of Antioch the Great, returning thanks, honored 
the Romans by means of statues.”249 During the conflict between Pompey and Caesar, the city 
blocked entrance to Pompey and his supporters by the mutual agreement of all the Antiochenes 
and the Roman citizens who did business there.250 When the Parthians invaded, Cassius Dio 
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(48.24-26; 49.20) writes that Syrian cities like Antioch could decide whether or not to resist. The 
Antiochenes chose to acquiesce to the Parthians after being abandoned by the Roman 
governor.251 These snippets echo the earlier part of the century, when the city supported or 
opposed current political leaders.  
 The coin evidence provides more oblique indications of the Antiochenes’ internal 
independence. After a slight gap between 72 and 64 BCE, Antioch’s civic government continued 
producing and issuing its civic coins following the entrance of Pompey and Caesar into the East, 
temporarily expanding the legend to read ΑΝΤΙΟΧΕΩΝ ΤΗΣ ΜΗΤΡΟΠΟΛΕΩΣ ΙΕΡΑΣ ΚΑΙ 
ΑΣΥΛΟΥ ΚΑΙ ΑΥΤΟΝΟΜΟΥ (“of the sacred, inviolable, and autonomous metropolis of the 
Antiochenes”).252 The last three titles can be found on coins of other cities which had formerly 
been a part of the Seleucid empire (e.g., Seleucia Pieria, Rhosus) and appear periodically from 
the first century BCE to the Severan Period.253 For Antioch’s coinage, however, Downey 
connects the legend of four titles to the language of the initial decree granting freedom to the city 
by Caesar.254 Eventually, this legend disappeared from the coins: hiera and asylos do not appear 
on civic coins after the first century BCE, while autonomos lasted only into the earliest decades 
of the first century CE.255  That these titles lasted throughout the first decades of Roman rule, 
however, reinforces the autonomy maintained by the civic government.  
Additionally, the Antiochenes restarted their dating system several times throughout the 
course of the first century BCE.256 The first instance is on the resumed coins dated to ‘year three’ 
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or 64/63 BCE, whose calendar system backdates to 66/65 BCE.257 Seyrig and Downey attributed 
this change to Pompey indicating “the so-called Pompeian era,” but the evidence better supports 
civic initiative for the new calendar both in 64/63 BCE and in 48/47 BCE during the reign of 
Caesar.258 The change in calendar is more confusing during the Parthian occupation of Antioch 
around 40 BCE. Not only does the coin date revert to the Seleucid era, the title autonomos 
temporarily disappears.259 It is hard to tell if these changes extended from a directive by the 
Parthians or the action of the city in deference to their occupiers.260 Either way, the flip-flopping 
of eras testifies to the instability of the political situation and perhaps the latitude exercised by 
the Antiochenes during the first century BCE.   
 
The Integration and Administration of the Roman East 
To understand the subsequent evolution of Antioch under the Roman Empire after the 
first century BCE, we must first consider two aspects of Roman policy toward the East and Syria 
in particular. This section discusses the general approach of the Romans to defining, 
administering, and integrating their eastern territory. The next section considers the importance 
of cities to Roman policy in the East and the overall urban development that occurred during the 
Roman imperial period.  
 Defining the overarching administrative limits of the Near East was a lengthy process for 
the Romans. By the late first century BCE, the Roman province of Syria stretched across the 
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whole of the Levant as a “sphere of operation” rather than “geographically defined area.”261 This 
lack of definition and the variety of political entities still existing under this umbrella made it 
increasingly difficult for the Roman state to maintain domestic stability and control the 
frontier.262 As a result, the Roman emperors of the first centuries BCE and CE used their legates 
to gradually replace client states and a general military presence with permanent annexation.263 
To the north, eastern Cilicia was joined to Syria during the reign of Augustus before becoming 
part of a separate province under Vespasian in 72 CE. Following the end of a client kingship, 
neighboring Commagene regained independence twice under the Julio-Claudians before 
permanent annexation to Syria under Vespasian in 72 CE. Along the eastern border, Augustus 
had entered into negotiations with the Parthians, but the contentious issue of who controlled 
Armenia prolonged these talks into the reigns of many of his successors. To the south, the first 
Jewish war erupted under Nero and ultimately resulted in the formation of the separate province 
of Judaea in 70 CE.264 The kingdom of Emesa was also annexed to Syria around this same time 
between 72 and 79 CE.265 Millar argues that only at this point, “after nearly a century and a half 
the Roman presence in the Near East ceased to be a bridgehead and came to resemble an 
integrated provincial and military system.”266  
The provincial bureaucracy’s administration of this newly defined Syria appears to have 
operated much as it did in the rest of the empire with a twofold goal of collecting taxes and other 
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resources and keeping order.267 The number of provincial officials remained small, consisting of 
an imperially appointed governor, a few district legati, and financial officials.268 The Roman 
military reinforced this administration by acting as an “agent of imperial control” and 
periodically intervening in civilian and security matters.269 The military also recruited army 
auxiliaries from the population and drew upon local supplies to support the troops.270 
The internal consolidation and definition of the province during the first century CE 
provided Roman officials with a strong base for launching aggressive military operations in and 
beyond imperial limits during the second century CE.271 These military actions drew not only 
provincial officials, but also the emperors and their entourage. The emperor Trajan made use of 
Syria during his Parthian campaigns, which culminated in the creation of the provinces of 
Armenia in 114 CE and Mesopotamia in 115 CE.272 Hadrian gave up both provinces in 117 CE, 
focusing instead on the continued development of Syria and extinguishing the Bar Kokhba 
Revolt in the southern Levant in 135 CE.273 In 161 CE, Parthian activity called the co-emperor 
Lucius Verus and a substantial military presence back to Syria; his forces reclaimed both 
Armenia and Mesopotamia.  
Syria also proved to be a strong base for rival claimants to the imperial seat, as evidenced 
in the usurpations of the Roman general Avidius Cassius in 175 CE and the Syrian governor 
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Pescennius Niger in 192 CE (see below).274 Both revolts brought the reigning emperor – Marcus 
Aurelius and Septimius Severus respectively – and a substantial military body to the province. In 
order to prevent future challenges, Septimius Severus further subdivided Syria into two 
provinces: Syria Coele to the north and Syria Phoenice to the south. With so much imperial 
attention paid to Syria and the East during this time, one has to wonder if the empire was already 
beginning to experience its own oriental re-orientation.275 
 Indeed, if the second century CE reveals intensified use of Syria by the Roman state, the 
late second and early third centuries CE marked yet another stage in the integration of the 
province into the empire. Marriage ties now connected the Severan dynasty to the province and 
the elite from the city of Emesa in particular.276 Rome remained the capital of the central 
government, but the emperors regularly governed the empire from Syria for long stretches of 
time when campaigning further east. Caracalla granted citizenship to all inhabitants of the empire 
via the Constitutio Antoniniana, which created new ties between the province and the Roman 
state.277 By the death of the last Severan in 235 CE, Syria had been “profoundly altered” by the 
Roman administration and molded into an integral part the empire.278   
 
Cities of Roman Syria and the Levant  
As the Roman state busied itself with defining and administering the East, their greatest 
resource came in the form of the cities founded in the pre-Hellenistic and Seleucid periods. Other 
political entities persisted and were even encouraged (e.g., villages), but the cities granted the 
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Roman administration a “ready-made power structure” to implement their rule.279 Glimpses 
provided by honorific decrees and references to municipal bodies like the demos, the boule, the 
gerousia, and civic magistrates (e.g., liturgists, agonothetai, ambassadors, proedroi, agoranomoi 
and sitones) suggest the persistence of pre-Roman civic administration well into the imperial 
period.280 The chief appeal of such cities to the Roman government was that, as autonomous and 
self-sufficient institutions, they managed their own territories and could act as a conduit for 
imperial directives.281 Cities also acted as tax generators for themselves and the imperial 
government and served as military bases with an economic structure suited to serving the army’s 
needs.282 This thereby alleviated the burden on the small Roman bureaucracy.283  
 Because of these benefits, local and imperial leaders were clearly not content with the 
urban network previously used by the Seleucid kings. In the three centuries of the Roman 
imperial period, Syria experienced sweeping investment through the foundation, expansion, and 
enhancement of cities.284 New foundations, promotions in titles and status, and the establishment 
of colonies for veterans expanded the number of cities.285 Beginning in the first century CE, but 
culminating within the second and early third centuries, the urban landscape of most Syrian cities 
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transformed to meet a more uniform, ideological vision of the Roman Empire.286 Many cities 
acquired long colonnaded avenues, amphitheatres, hippodromes, baths, aqueducts, nymphaea, 
macella, basilicae, theatres, and new styles for their temples.287 Not simply a monumental 
facelift, these new buildings were accompanied in some cities by new forms of government and 
new economic opportunities both locally and within the wider Mediterranean.288 
What agent brought about this development is a matter of debate. Isaac argues that the 
imperial government could “in principle” be responsible for individual instances of civic 
development through initiating, funding, or simply granting permission for projects, as well as 
for an overarching scheme of urbanization. This is certainly the picture presented by the ancient 
sources, in which the hallmark of a ruler is as urban benefactor.289 Additionally, local 
populations were compelled by the imperial government to contribute money and manpower 
toward other development projects of the empire. It is possible that urban development also fell 
into this category.290 On the other hand, Isaac’s examination of “concrete evidence” revealed far 
more investment by local authorities in the physical development of these cities.291 Herod the 
Great’s generosity in the region is well known, but many scholars have pointed out other 
evidence for local expenditure, both as whole cities and as elite individuals.292  
 This urban development was accompanied by a flowering of civic self-promotion. As the 
Roman state neither tolerated any attempt by a city government “to aggrandize itself through 
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conquest” nor provided an easy route for a Syrian to enter the upper echelons of the Roman 
government, civic elite turned to other forms of promotion.293 Perhaps the clearest manifestation 
appears within the numismatic record as an increasing number of cities celebrated their own 
mythological foundations, civic cults, and honorific titles (see Chapter 3).294 Inscriptions also 
reveal individual citizens contributing to their city likely in exchange for personal status, offices, 
and power.295 Civic festivals – a type of event fairly rare in the evidence for the Seleucid period 
– provided another opportunity for citizens to celebrate their city.296  
Of course, not all cities experienced the same growth or success. Rather, a hierarchy of 
cities appears to have existed in the East. This is partially explained by the fact that certain 
enhancements extended from the Roman government. Ancient testimony reveals cities 
throughout the Roman world actively seeking out imperial and provincial authorities, bringing 
requests, and jockeying for favor.297 For the East, this is perhaps best illustrated in the titles 
bestowed upon a city by the central government (e.g., libertas, asylia, hiera, colonia, 
metropolis), which proliferated in the later years of the Roman period.298 These titles were not 
always merely honorific, but could be accompanied by privileges of special administrative and 
financial statuses as well as social, economic, and religious benefits.299 No city was guaranteed 
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any honor nor once gained was a status permanent; the emperor retained the ability to give and 
remove a title. The competition of cities for honors from the center intensified as the region 
became more urbanized and more entities vied for attention and resources.300 Old rivalries 
predating Roman annexation only added to this tension.301  
 
Antioch under Roman Rule 
As Antioch was already a city of enormous size with an active civic government, 
honorific titles, and possibly large buildings and had already gained the attention of the Roman 
government in the first century BCE, one has to ask what changed for this city during the first 
through third centuries CE. More specifically, as a city once serving as the political center of the 
Seleucid kingdom and self-proclaimed metropolis of the region, did Antioch receive special 
attention by the Roman state as its officials sought to control Syria and the East?302 Did this 
attention elevate the city’s status in the region? Was imperial use of Antioch to its advantage?   
 One area of consideration is urban development: to what degree did Antioch experience 
the monumentalization seen in other cities of the East? We must be careful when answering this 
question both because of the incomplete excavation at Antioch and the fact that most of our 
evidence is literary in nature. That said, construction at Antioch throughout the Roman imperial 
period appears to have taken place to a far greater degree than before.303  
Part of this construction clearly served imperial purposes such as the canalization of the 
Orontes River overseen by Trajan’s father.304 Based upon inscriptional evidence, De Giorgi also 
suggests that Antioch benefited from a road restoration project under Augustus, which possibly 
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“aimed at strengthening communications between Antioch and Syria.”305 Other rebuilding 
projects came after disasters struck the city. For example, the city experienced extensive damage 
from earthquakes during the reigns of Gaius, Claudius, and Trajan.306 Imperial assistance in 
rebuilding after a disaster was common elsewhere in the East and not unique to Antioch.307 
Benefaction was another source of funding for Antioch’s urban development. For 
instance, Antioch’s long colonnade – the longest, but not widest in the region – presumably 
originated in the first century CE through the support of both Herod and Tiberius.308 Malalas 
records a wealth of other constructions and rebuildings including a new quarter, gateways, baths, 
temples, sanctuaries, aqueducts, a theatre, stadiums, and a nymphaeum.309 Malalas attributes 
most of these projects to individual emperors, but his liberal use of the word κτίζειν does not 
make clear what form imperial action took, whether direct or indirect.310 This attention still does 
not make Antioch special in and of itself, because as discussed earlier, the entire east 
experienced a physical boost. However, Antioch may have been among the earliest of the cities 
to receive such an urban makeover.311 
 What may have set Antioch further apart was its new political status as provincial 
center.312 Millar and other scholars have hesitated in calling any city of the Roman Empire a 
“provincial capital” because governors were expected to move around their territories.313 
Nevertheless, Haensch’s examination of the meager textual evidence suggests that at the very 
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least Antioch’s status had expanded beyond metropolis to become the place of residence and a 
central location of business for the Roman governor in the imperial period. For instance, Tacitus 
(Hist. 2.78) calls Antioch the caput of Syria, just as Caesarea was the caput of Judaea.314 
Haensch argues that Tacitus had specifically Roman administration in mind rather than a more 
general importance as “head of Syria.” Several instances within Josephus support this claim. He 
states that in the first century CE, the governor of Syria came down from Antioch to deal with 
matters in the south and then returned to the northern city.315 Hadrian also spent time in Antioch 
when he was governor of the province.316 A papyrus from the middle and late third century CE 
depicts four Syrian villagers coming to Antioch and waiting eight months to petition the 
governor over a dispute.317 This hints at the longevity of Antioch’s role as a provincial center. 
Other imperial officials, such as a special tax collector for goods transported on the eastern trade 
route, may have joined the governor at Antioch.318  
 Antioch also appears to be the central location from which a governor could rally support 
for or against the emperor. When Vespasian made his bid for the imperial seat, the Syrian legate 
Mucianus traveled to Antioch to rally support among the troops and the people.319 Antioch also 
minted imperial coins in both silver and gold for Vespasian (see Chapter 3). In 193 CE, the 
governor Pescennius Niger used Antioch as a base for his own claim to become emperor, 
entertaining rulers and kings there and even settling into his own palace.320 We can therefore 
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conclude that even if the governor could and did conduct business at other cities of the province, 
Antioch remained an important headquarters for the provincial government.  
 Antioch also had a major role in the imperial cult in Syria, but this may have diminished 
over time. Antioch appears to have held the title of metropolis well into the Roman period, 
celebrating this status in particular on its civic coins (see Chapter 3).321 While previously 
referring to the elevated status of city (e.g., Strabo 16.2.5), scholars argue this title took on new 
meaning during the Roman period and referred specifically to a central city of the imperial cult. 
Antioch – as a central, populous, and historical important city – may have been the first city to 
assume such a religious role in Syria.322 Antioch possibly oversaw the other eparchies or districts 
of the province as suggested by an early second century CE inscription from Jerash identifying a 
priest “of the four eparchies in the metropolis of Antioch.”323 
 Other cities also gained the title of metropolis over the course of the Roman imperial 
period. The coin evidence indicates that Tyre took on the title at least by 93/94 CE, followed by 
grants in the second century CE to Damascus, Petra, Laodicea, and Samosata.324 This may have 
been part of an innovative move by the Roman state to expand the number of cities leading the 
imperial cult in the East from one per province.325 If the cities gaining this honor had actually 
petitioned the emperor, this may indicate the Antiochenes were not immune to the civic rivalry 
of the region. For example, in 194 CE, Antioch temporarily lost its title and likely duties of 
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metropolis to its rival Laodicea following Antioch’s support of the losing claimant to the 
imperial seat (see below).326 Antioch regained the title perhaps as early as 198 CE and continued 
to hold it until the reign of Valerian (253-259 CE).327 By this point in the third century CE, the 
use of this title was quite common and appears at Carrhae, Sidon, Emisa, Edessa, Caesarea 
Maritima, Tripolis, Nisibis, and Bostra.328 These cities likely gained the honor through the 
imperial administration as part of the civic competition rampant in the Roman period.329 The 
overall pattern suggests that Antioch’s initial prominence in this role was eventually diffused.    
 The reverse situation is true in other expressions of imperial attention towards Antioch. 
Building projects tied to the emperors were already mentioned, but growing concentration 
towards the eastern frontiers also meant an increasing presence of the emperor at Antioch. From 
occasional visits by the earlier emperors, Antioch became a long-term resting point for the 
emperors in the East.330 Trajan wintered there in 114 and 115 CE. Hadrian stayed in Antioch on 
three separate occasions while emperor. Lucius Verus stayed for four whole years. Septimius 
Severus came on several occasions with his son Caracalla, who also stayed in Antioch during 
negotiations with Parthia. Macrinus stayed there during his year in office, before being ousted by 
Elagabalus. Severus Alexander used Antioch as a military training point and launch pad against 
the Persians.331 The strategic position of Antioch, as well as its resources and amenities surely 
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attracted the imperial government, as the city slowly emerged as a “secondary imperial 
‘capital’.”332 
 Such imperial attention was not necessarily to Antioch’s advantage.333 First of all, it was 
expensive to house a wintering army and the emperor.334 Additionally, when the Antiochenes 
stepped out of line, the punishments could be quite severe. For example, the Antiochenes’ 
support for the revolt of Avidius Cassius in 175 CE earned it a temporary removal of all local 
games including their famous Olympic festival and a cessation of all public meetings and 
assemblies. The emperor Marcus Aurelius even initially refused to visit the city.335 The emperor 
eventually pardoned Antioch, but Antioch had to wait several years before getting back its 
festival. As mentioned above, the Antiochenes were also one of several groups of citizens 
punished by the emperor Septimius Severus for supporting his rival Pescennius Niger in the Civil 
War of 194 CE.336 Antioch lost its title of metropolis, as well as its civic status. It temporarily 
became a κώµη or “village” of Laodicea, which may have meant that Antioch had to pay taxes to 
the other Tetropolis city.337 Antioch was soon restored to its earlier favored status and eventually 
received the title colonia under Caracalla.338 Still, these instances demonstrate that imperial focus 
did not always elevate Antioch’s status in the region (see Chapter 11).    
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and Tyre over Berytus. See Chapter 11.  
337 Ziegler 1978, pp. 494-495. See Downey 1961, pp. 239-243; Haensch 1998, pp. 251-252.  
338 Paulus Dig. 50.15; Downey 1961, p. 245; Miller 1993b, p. 143. For the larger context, see Burrell 2004, p. 356. 
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Antioch on its Own 
 The negative attention the Antiochenes received from the imperial government hints at 
the civic community that persisted in spite of provincial and imperial attention. Care must 
therefore be taken in following Downey’s assertion that the presence of the Roman state 
“overshadowed all the activities of the municipality” from the moment of annexation.339 After 
all, Antioch continued to occupy a place on the great crossroads between the Mediterranean and 
the East and was considered by the ancients as nearly equivalent in power and size to Seleucia on 
the Tigris and Alexandria in Egypt.340 Modern estimates of Antioch’s population during the 
Roman imperial period range between well over 100,000 inhabitants to possibly half a million in 
the greater territory of the city. This puts Antioch on par with the largest cities of the 
Mediterranean.341 Neither the archaeological nor textual record supplies a comprehensive look 
into the city’s inner workings, but both portray a vibrant populous city, which had more going 
for it than its use by the Roman state.   
 Scattered pieces of evidence in the historical record open small windows into the 
activities of the city government. The continued production of civic coins perhaps best represents 
this body, at least in quantity. As will be explored further in Chapter 3, these coins celebrate the 
citizens’ identity as “Antiochenes” and played an important function within the day-to-day 
activities of the city and its environs. A coin type dated to 66/67 BCE even depicts the “boule of 
Antioch placing a pebble in a voting urn.”342 Josephus also provides a glimpse of Antioch’s 
governmental structure during the reign of Vespasian. According to the passage, the demos 
gathered together for assembly within the theatre in order to hear the accusations of one of their 
                                                           
339 Downey 1963, p. 164.  
340 Strabo 16.2.5. Plin. Nat. 6.122 estimates the population of Seleucia on the Tigris at 600,000 inhabitants. Diod. 
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341 See Metzger 1948, pp. 72-73; Downey 1958, pp. 84-91; Will 1997, pp. 108-110; Woolf 1997, p. 6; Cohen 2006, 
p. 86.  
342 McAlee 2007, p. 85.  
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inhabitants.343 Later on, this same body sought out the arsonists who set a great fire that 
destroyed the agora, the quarters of the magistrates, the city archives, and the law-courts. Based 
upon other evidence, the city government could also organize its population for public works. 
For example, two inscriptions dating to 73/74 CE depict a labor force of Antiochenes organized 
by city blocks in order to construct a water channel for use by the city cloth producers.344  
 Antioch’s civic government also played a role in staging festivals within the city, a task 
supported by its elite citizens. According to Malalas 9.224-225, a former Antiochene senator 
named Sosibios left his entire income to the city upon his death with the stipulation that the 
funds be used for an athletic and dramatic festival every four years. Later on, the Antiochene 
officials and landowners used these same funds to bring a local Olympic festival to the city.345 
During the reign of Commodus, the citizens petitioned the emperor for reinstatement of all 
public festivals, which had been abolished by Marcus Aurelius.346 Strabo (16.2.6) records that 
the nearby suburb of Daphne also drew in neighboring peoples and Antiochenes for the 
celebration of a festival near the temple of Artemis and Apollo. We can assume the city 
government and its elite citizens played a role in these festivals as well.347  
In addition to the pagan collective of Antioch, two religious subgroups constituted an 
important portion of the city’s population. The first group – the Jews – had represented a 
substantial presence within the city environs since at least the Hellenistic period. After Roman 
annexation, Josephus (BJ 7.43-45) and other rabbinic sources testify to Antioch’s role as a 
                                                           
343 Joseph. BJ 7.47-62. See Downey 1961, pp. 204-205. 
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346 HA Marc. Ant. 25.8-12; Malalas 12.283ff. 
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special assembly point for the Jews.348 Growing tensions between the Jews and the Romans in 
the southern Levant temporarily played out within Antioch over the course of the first century 
CE, as the Antiochenes eventually led a pogrom against the Jews c. 40 CE and sought to have 
them removed from the city.349 Following the Jewish revolts of the first and second centuries CE, 
the prominence of the Jewish population diminished, but religious and commercial reasons may 
have continued drawing eastern Jews to the city throughout the Roman imperial period.350  
The second subgroup within Antioch’s population emerged during the Roman period. 
According to Acts 11:19-30, apostles of the new Jewish messianic movement journeyed to 
Antioch around 40 CE to escape persecution in the southern Levant. While in the city, they 
converted many people to the teachings of Jesus.351 This body of “Christians” grew to such an 
extent at Antioch that they were able to fund a substantial relief shipment to those suffering from 
famine in Judaea during the later first century CE.352 By the second century CE at the latest, the 
Christian community at Antioch had transformed into an institution with an administrative 
hierarchy, connections to the wider church in Asia Minor and further south, and some form of 
leadership role within Syria.353  
Whether pagan, Jew, or Christian, the entire population of Antioch was supported by the 
city’s economy. Like most cities of this time, agriculture remained the basis of its economy.354 
Based upon survey evidence from the AVRP, De Giorgi argues that rural settlement patterns 
                                                           
348 Kraeling 1932, pp. 135-136, 147-148; Meeks and Wilken 1978, p. 8.  
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continued between the Hellenistic and Roman periods with over 90% of the earlier sites enduring 
into the imperial centuries.355 However, beginning in the first century CE, the inhabitants of the 
Amuq plain greatly expanded their rural settlement, especially around Antioch. This may 
indicate a growing market in the city and/or the civic government’s investment in building up a 
network of villages and farms. The urban markets also benefited from goods produced by 
Antioch’s local industries and those originating from foreign trade passing through the city 
walls.356  
Woolf suggests that beyond traveling to Antioch to engage with the Roman government 
or to deal in the market, people came for the education and the society offered by the city.357 A 
school of rhetoric existed in the city by the middle of the third century CE at the very latest, if 
not earlier.358 The Olympic festival acted as another draw.359 While at Antioch, Nicolaus of 
Damascus even ran into three ambassadors from India on their way to meet Augustus.360 
Downey attributes this meeting to the new establishment of Roman power in Antioch, but 
Antioch could have been a convenient stopping point on the ambassadors’ journey.361 Around 
the same time, a Babylonian Jewish leader named Zamaris migrated from his native land and, 
with the governor’s permission, settled near Antioch with his 100 relatives and 500 bowmen.362  
                                                           
355 de Giorgi 2008, pp. 71-80. For the larger pattern of increased settlement in Syria and the Near East, see Butcher 
2003, pp. 140-141.  
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These scattered and fragmentary glimpses represent the urban community that existed at 
Antioch beyond the uses of the Roman state. Antioch was a vital urban center with a variety of 
civic activities taking place within its walls. Its substantial population consisted of a wide range 
of distinct religious, cultural, economic, and political bodies. It is important not to lose sight of 
this side of the city, even as the texts would call attention elsewhere. 
   
The Later Third Century CE in Syria 
 Events that ensued throughout the Roman world following the death of the last Severan 
propelled Syria back into a level of instability not experienced since the fall of the Seleucids. 
Internally, this period was marked by a series of usurpations to the imperial seat with several 
claimants originating from the East.363 Some of these claims may have been legitimate grabs for 
central power, but as Sartre notes, others may have extended from the need to gather Roman 
forces together against the external threat of the Sasanian empire.364 The internal weakness of the 
Roman government coupled with the external threat of the Sasanians also paved the way for one 
of the most successful revolts in the East by the caravan city of Palmyra.365  
 Given the fact that one city took advantage of the troubled situation in the East, what 
about Antioch in the later third century CE? On the one hand, the city was a clear target of the 
warring Roman emperors, who used the city as an eastern capital.366 The Sasanians captured 
Antioch in the 250s CE.367 The Palmyrene leaders then conquered the city by 270 CE, possibly 
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with the support of a pro-Palmyrene party inside Antioch.368 The city never overtly made its own 
bid for autonomy, but much like in the last years of Seleucid rule, the Antiochenes appear to 
have thrown their support behind select leaders of all three groups.369  
During the later third century CE, another noticeable change for Antioch occurred in coin 
production. Like all other eastern cities, the Antiochenes stopped minting their local coinage. 
Municipal institutions continued to function at Antioch and elsewhere, but the end of the city’s 
minting represents the tangible loss of one form of civic identity.370 Imperial mints – including 
one at Antioch – filled the gap left by the end of provincial coin (see Chapter 3).371  
 
The Late Antique Empire and Cities 
The reestablishment of order under the Tetrarchy at the end of the third century CE 
changed the structure of the East once more with a new vision imposed upon the entire empire. 
Instead of a light system of governors with the major center at Rome, the central government 
controlled the entire Mediterranean and Far East through greater subdivision and oversight.372 
The boundaries of the empire were redrawn into numerous smaller provinces organized into 
overarching administrative districts of dioceses and prefectures.373 The Near East became part of 
the diocese Oriens, which included Egypt, Libya, southeastern Anatolia, and much of the 
Levant.374 An increased number of military and civilian officials oversaw these districts, but the 
emperors also established their own imperial centers in cities strategically located throughout the 
                                                           
368 Downey 1961, pp. 262-269, argues they had nominal control as early as 261 CE, but Millar 2006, pp. 260-261, 
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empire.375 A standardized currency based upon the gold solidus and produced by select imperial 
mints circulated widely.376          
 Civic communities persisted in this new environment, continuing to function as an 
essential unit of the imperial administration and a central point for political, economic, and 
socio-cultural activity.377 In the East especially “there is no doubt of the existence of flourishing 
urban life in the late Roman period” as populations grew, building continued, and public shows 
received funding throughout the early centuries of this period.378 Even so, the restructuring of the 
empire gradually transformed the operation of cities and the priorities of the elites.379 Indeed, two 
alternatives to traditional city life presented themselves, which left a fundamental mark on the 
historical record.  
First, scholars emphasize the change in traditional civic institutions and roles within the 
late antique period. As imperial financial pressures and political oversight increased upon a city, 
municipal officials (e.g., decurions) had less power and city resources at their disposal. These 
same officials were still expected to help raise taxes and meet the financial needs of the empire – 
a potential source of loss and punishment. Civic elites could avoid this uncomfortable position 
and receive an exemption from civic duties if they entered an increasing number of posts within 
the imperial service – a potential source of honor and prestige. These imperial positions could 
serve a local function, but were subsidized by the central government. The appeal of holding 
civic office decreased and led to less benefaction through municipal channels (e.g., festivals; 
monumental building), greater manipulation by an informal oligarchy that could afford the office 
(the curiales), and increasing intervention of the central government in the local life of cities. 
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This change in emphasis did not occur immediately or evenly within the empire, but still 
represents a fundamental shift in the character of a city.380 
 The Christian Church increasingly affected civic operations as well.381 Bishops exercised 
considerable authority in local activities and fulfilled some of the responsibilities neglected by 
the declining civic body. Other offices within church administration served as a legitimate career 
path and secondary means of avoiding the pressure of civic offices. The church as a whole 
became a munificent institution supporting not only its clergy and congregations, but also the 
poor and widowed. State and private munificence also turned towards church building projects, 
which led to a Christian infusion into the urban space. The promotion of Christian festivals 
challenged traditional civic exhibitions. We cannot consider these actions of the Church as 
attempts to replace the state or city, but they nevertheless provided a second administrative 
structure and network for the urban unit.  
 It is this gradual change in civic politics that defines the urban structure of Late 
Antiquity. Whether we choose to see this as decline or transformation, it is an end to the city of 
previous centuries.382 Cities and civic institutions did not cease to exist during this period, but the 
fundamental changes to their character created a different type of institution from that which had 
existed in earlier centuries.383  
 
 
 
                                                           
380 Liebeschuetz 1992, pp. 6-13, 26-30; Millar 1993b, pp. 205-206; Ward-Perkins 1998, pp. 373-384; Liebeschuetz 
2001, pp. 104-124; Carrié 2005, pp. 281-309; Loseby 2009, pp. 142-147. For the impact of this transition on the 
topography of the city, see LaVan 2003, pp. 315-321.   
381 Ward-Perkins 1998, pp. 392-403; Caseau 2001, pp. 38-45; Liebeschuetz 2001, pp. 137-155; LaVan 2003, pp. 
324-325; Loseby 2009, pp. 147-151.  
382 See Liebeschuetz 2001, pp. 414-415.  
383 Ward-Perkins 1998, p. 410.  
  82 
Antioch in Late Antiquity  
 The patterns of Late Antiquity can be seen in even greater detail at Antioch in the rich 
literary corpus for this period. Ammianus Marcellinus, Libanius, Malalas, and John Chrysostum 
drew upon firsthand knowledge of Antioch in their writings. According to their portrayal, this 
late antique city continued much as it had before the third century CE, serving as a local, 
provincial, and imperial center of the empire. It quickly becomes apparent, however, that trends 
already seen in the Roman imperial period came to fruition at Antioch during the fourth and 
following centuries of Late Antiquity.384 
 The interaction of the Roman state and Antioch reached a new level of formalization as 
the city became more fully integrated within the empire. The governor of Syria resided in the 
city, but so did the Comes Orientis, the civil official overseeing the entire diocese.385 Antioch 
regained an elevated role in the imperial cult through the provincial assembly and the office of 
the Syriarch, who produced shows for the seventeen Syrian cities of the assembly.386 The Roman 
army had a base and arms factory at Antioch as well, with the magister militum per orientum 
regularly in residence within the city.387 Former imperial officials – both military and civilian – 
settled into Antioch after their tenure was over. Last, but certainly not least, Antioch became a 
“regular capital” of the empire.388 Diocletian built a palace there and emperors like Gallus and 
Valens used the city as their headquarters. Other emperors continued to reside temporarily in the 
city as they conducted campaigns against the Persians.389    
 Such imperial focus did not completely replace what had existed previously at Antioch, 
but it did affect the urban community. From a municipal standpoint, the literary sources of the 
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fourth century CE give the impression of traditional civic bodies still existing, but transitioning 
away from serving in an autonomous capacity. In his eleventh oration, Libanius presents an 
idyllic vision of the city’s boule: unlike other cities, Antioch’s curiales willingly take up their 
responsibility for the people by putting on shows, maintaining the baths, helping in times of 
famine, and overseeing public works and other management activities.390 Libanius’ celebration 
cannot hide the fact that these curiales worked closely under the governor and attempted to use 
the position to gain imperial attention and receive provincial appointments. Libanius likewise 
comments upon the governors and ex-imperial officials (honorati) taking an active role in civic 
building projects.  
Other instances from this period demonstrate the continued activity of the civic 
government, even under greater imperial oversight. For example, Cabouret argues that during the 
food crises of the fourth century CE, civic officials attempted to safeguard their own interests 
and those of the city in opposition to orders from the governor and emperor.391 In 386 CE, the 
governor Tissamenes grew angry after no one from the boule agreed to sponsor his beast 
hunts.392 Just a year later in 387 CE, the demos joined forces with the boule to protest violently 
the governor’s refusal to reduce the level of taxation. In the end, Antioch once again lost its title 
of metropolis in addition to facing other punishments.393 Successful or not, these instances 
demonstrate the continuing activity of the civic body within the context of increasing imperial 
domination.  
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The diverse and vibrant urban population of Antioch also persisted.394 In matters of 
religion, Antioch retained both its Jewish and pagan inhabitants even as it became an 
instrumental part of the Christian church.395 Libanius also celebrates the wealth of people 
flocking to Antioch for business, education, relaxation, or opportunity.396 Despite the 
disappointment expressed by Julian in the Misopogon, Hellenistic culture remained strong at 
Antioch in the form of the Olympic Games, city festivals, and the schools at which Libanius and 
other intellectuals taught.397 The city clearly retained its uniqueness, even as it was now an 
integrated part of the late antique empire.   
 
Summary and Questions 
 Antioch continued in its roles as both city and imperial center of the eastern Roman 
Empire for several more centuries before finally collapsing under a series of natural disasters and 
invasions.398 By this point, the city had existed for almost a thousand years and by all accounts 
had remained a diverse flourishing urban center on the crossroads between east and west. What 
clearly fluctuated for Antioch over this long span was the degree of focus upon the city by the 
ruling state and to what extent this superseded the Antiochenes’ own identity and autonomy.  
Antioch’s foundation by the Seleucids was part of a larger policy of colonization intent 
on creating a broad urban network which would control strategic areas of their new eastern 
empire. A certain amount of urbanization in northern Syria predated the Hellenistic rulers; the 
region had also repeatedly fallen under the control of several eastern empires. The contribution 
                                                           
394 On the urban population, see Liebeschuetz 1972, pp. 40-100.  
395 See Sandwell 2007, pp. 17, 35-45; Hunt 1998, p. 246; Harvey 2000, pp. 42-47; Liebeschuetz 1972, pp. 232-242; 
Meeks and Wilken 1978, pp. 25-36; Maas 2000, pp. 19-20.  
396 Lib. Or. 11.163ff. See Lib. Ep. 419 on Daphne. 
397 Downey 1961, p. 375; Liebeschuetz 1972, pp. 136-140, 224-232; Norman 2000; Maas 2000, p. 19; Sandwell 
2007, pp. 35, 42-43. See also the mosaic evidence discussed in Levi 1947; Cimok 2000; Kondoleon 2000; 
Gutzwiller 2012. 
398 For a brief summary, see Foss 2000, pp. 23-27. 
  85 
of the Seleucids was their injection of a western-style civic government onto a culturally 
heterogeneous population. These cities were neither monumental nor homogenizing 
establishments, but nevertheless provided a structure by which the central state could exact the 
taxation, resources, and security needed to maintain control.  
Antioch originally served as one part of the Tetrapolis, among which the itinerant 
Seleucid kings diffused their administration. Gradually, as portions of the Seleucid empire fell 
away to other civic and regional governments, greater focus turned to Antioch as a central 
capital. Perhaps contrary to expectations, the Antiochenes simultaneously began making 
decisions separate from the ruling authority as they came into their own civic identity. 
 The entrance of the Romans in 64 CE might not have immediately impinged on Antioch 
or the other cities of Syria, but over time, the entire area was reshaped to suit imperial purposes. 
Client kingdoms and other forms of government gradually faded out in favor of the provinces 
making up Rome’s Mediterranean empire. The civic unit clearly retained its importance as the 
whole territory experienced rampant urbanization and monumentalization. This may have 
affected the civic hierarchy that had existed under the Seleucids; as cities grew, civic self-
promotion and competition for resources and honors also increased.  
 The extant sources for Antioch only reveal hints of how these wider changes affected the 
city. Already a substantial urban center at the moment of annexation, it cannot be denied that the 
Romans recognized Antioch as an important center within the Near East or that it gained 
provincial distinction early on in the imperial period. What happened in the centuries that 
followed annexation is less clear. Antioch was the beneficiary of construction projects, continued 
to house the provincial government, and served as a center for the imperial cult and emperors 
when on campaign. At the same time, Antioch served as an important religious, economic, and 
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cultural center. More importantly, the Antiochenes still existed as a population and identity 
separate from the Roman government.  
The fact that both the Roman state and the Antiochene civic community made use of 
Antioch opens up several questions. How did the different institutions interact throughout the 
Roman imperial period? How did the Roman government’s focus on Antioch affect the city and 
its relationship to the region? Did the citizens claim the same autonomy as other cities in the 
region? The evidence also suggests that Antioch’s status at the top of the civic hierarchy was not 
completely secure as titles could be removed to punish the city. But what motivations prompted 
the Antiochenes to step out of line?  
 These questions bear consideration because not until Late Antiquity can it be said that 
Antioch and the eastern cities were fully integrated and assimilated into an increasingly 
bureaucratized empire. The imperial government increasingly involved itself in cities through a 
high level of control by imperial officials and an undermining of traditional, autonomous civic 
institutions. Antioch retained elements of its earlier character at least at the start of the late 
antique period, but a distinctly branded and incorporated city of the late antique empire already 
emerges from the historical record. At this point, the city’s political annexation had long been 
complete, even as it continued to flourish as a cosmopolitan urban center in the middle of east 
and west.    
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Chapter 3: The Coins from the Mint(s) at Antioch 
 In Chapter 1, a “coin” was defined in the most general terms with an emphasis placed on 
the authority issuing it. The following chapter provides an overview of the coins minted at and/or 
issued by Antioch from the Hellenistic through late antique periods and the presumed authorities 
behind their production. Little is known explicitly about the minting processes at Antioch beyond 
what the coins themselves offer (e.g., issuing date, explicit or implied references to issuing 
authority, probable denominations).399 This evidence is sporadic, incomplete, and often 
ambiguous.  
Nevertheless, the data offered by the coins and comparison to other minting programs in 
the ancient world do allow for a rough outline of the workshop operations and production history 
at Antioch.400 In the following pages, Antiochene coins are considered in detail according to four 
broad categories: central (regal Seleucid bronze and silver and imperial Roman silver, bronze, 
and antoniniani), silver provincial, provincial SC bronze, and civic bronze. I have chosen these 
divisions according to both the wide categories established by numismatists for ancient coinage 
and the idiosyncrasies of the coins minted and/or issued at Antioch.401 The ancients may not have 
recognized such definitions, but specific characteristics of the coins support a division for the 
purposes of this study.402  
                                                           
399 Burnett 1987, pp. 29-30.  
400 See especially the overview provided by Howgego 1995, pp. 26-30, and Burnett 1987, pp. 17-32.  
401 Waage 1952, p. ix, divided Antioch’s coinage according to municipal issues, pseudo-autonomous, provincial 
issues and senatorial issues, with the caveat that “senatorial” referred to the type and not the issuing authority. 
McAlee 2007, pp. 1-2, created seven categories by subdividing according to metal, obverse and reverse types, date 
of issue and denominations; his categories will be referenced below, but not expressly followed.    
402 RPC I, p. 5: “While it is clear that coin issues were essentially either Roman, federal or civic, these categories 
embrace different sorts of coinage and not infrequently overlap. The attempt to make too rigid a distinction between 
them is futile.” Butcher 2004, p. 241: “The evidence of the coins is not always explicit enough to determine where 
the dividing line falls between imperial and civic, if indeed such a clear line existed in antiquity. The difference lies 
in the authority or control behind their manufacture.”  
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The abstract distinction between mint and issuing authority is equally important as the 
local Antiochene government did not issue or necessarily oversee all coins produced within the 
city.403 A mint was a workshop, which produced struck pieces of metal or “coins” for and under 
the initiative of an issuing authority. The issuing authority was responsible for guaranteeing the 
value of a coin and often for defining the limits of that coin’s circulation as currency (see 
Chapter 1). A city could both mint and issue its own coinage, but if it lacked an “in-house” mint, 
the citizens could commission an external mint to produce coins for their city. Being minted at 
one city, however, did not guarantee the circulation of that coin within the minting city’s 
territory.404  
Antioch – as the location of a mint producing for various issuing authorities – fulfilled 
multiple roles within Syria, the East, and the Roman Empire. The Antiochene mint produced 
coins on a local, regional, and empire-wide level. These coins were issued by presumably 
provincial and its own civic authorities, by neighboring cities and provinces, and by the central 
state. The following definitions are therefore offered for the Antiochene coins studied in this 
project. “Central” denotes coins produced by the mint of Antioch, but issued by the central 
Seleucid or Roman states. “Civic” refers to Antioch as the mint and the Antiochenes as the 
issuing authority. “Provincial” describes coins minted at Antioch with the ultimate issuing 
authority unknown, but likely the provincial Roman government as a subsection of the imperial 
state. Non-Antiochene coins minted at Antioch for issuing authorities other than itself or Rome 
are defined according to issuing authority as are all provincial and civic coins originating from 
outside of Antioch (see Chapter 4).    
                                                           
403 Butcher 2004, p. 241.  
404 Burnett 2002, p. 117.  
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To refine these definitions further, each category of Antiochene coin is examined in detail 
according to type (i.e. iconography and legends), metal, denomination, and chronology. The 
main focus is on the form these coins took during the Roman imperial period, but both the 
predecessors and successors are also considered. Three additional questions are posed in order to 
gauge the significance of each coin type:  
1. Who issued the coins? 
2. What function did the coins serve?  
3. How do these coins speak to the historical problem of integration into the Roman 
Empire? What is the potential significance of these coins? 
Through these questions, a definition of central, provincial, and civic coinage better tuned to the 
features of Antioch and this study can be provided.  
 
Central Coinage: Definition and Chronology 
 The first category of coins produced at Antioch consists of coins issued by the central 
state (i.e., the court of the kings and emperors and their agents overseeing the entire empire). 
During the Roman period, the value of coins from the category was reckoned according to 
Roman denominations, their legends were in Latin, and their iconography celebrated the emperor 
and empire on both obverse and reverse in a standard Roman type.405 This category includes all 
three metals used by the Romans: gold aurei and silver denarii, the third century CE silver/billon 
radiates otherwise known as antoniniani, and even late third and early fourth century CE bronze 
and billon issues.406 Imperial bronze coins of an explicitly Roman type (i.e. “imperial aes”) 
                                                           
405 Butcher 2004, p. 15.  
406 Butcher 2004, pp. 15-18; Burnett 1987, pp. 17-20, 66-85.  
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remained the product of the western mints, which is understandable considering the eastern 
empire’s reliance upon a provincial style of bronze coin (see below).407  
 The use of the Antiochene mint as a producer of central issues predates the Romans and 
actually began under the reign of Seleucus I (306-281 BCE). As an agent and eventually capital 
city of the Seleucid empire, Antioch’s workshop supplied a substantial area with bronze, silver, 
and the very rare gold coins issued by the Hellenistic kings on the Attic weight standard in 
denominations of staters, tetradrachms, and their many subdivisions.408 The iconography of these 
coins celebrated the kingdom with royal portrait on the obverse and a patron god (like Apollo) or 
regal symbol (such as an eagle) on the reverse.409  
Like many of the other Seleucid mints – Seleucia on the Tigris included – production was 
intermittent and depended on financial need as well as military and political activity.410 Antioch 
nevertheless had “the most important and the longest lived of all the Seleucid mints” and its 
products were often shipped to far regions of the kingdom.411 Antioch’s production for the 
Seleucids only ended with the fall of their empire during the first century BCE (see Chapter 2).  
 Antioch’s production for the Seleucid empire primed the Syrian mint for a similar, albeit 
slow-to-develop role under the Romans. Augustus had “diffused the striking of denarii” to mints 
outside of Rome including Lugdunum and Emerita, but imperial minting for the rest of the high 
                                                           
407 T. B. Jones 1963, pp. 308, 318, 323; RIC2 I, pp. 12, 19-20. Although certain types of Antiochene minted coinage 
are considered by the RIC as “imperial” (see RIC2 I, p. 37), their “eastern-style and eastern-focus” allows them to be 
considered under the “provincial” category (see below).   
408 See Houghton 2012, pp. 246-247; Butcher 2004, p. 24; Cohen 2006, pp. 82-83; Hoover 2009, p. 286; Aperghis 
2004, pp. 235-236 
409 Newell [1918] 1978, pp. 129-135; Houghton 2004, p. 62; Hoover 2009, pp. lvii-lxvi. On the beginnings of the 
mint as tied to Antioch’s establishment as Seleucid capital, see Downey 1961, pp. 58, 87.   
410 Houghton 2004, p. 54; Aperghis 2004, pp. 214-225.  
411 Newell [1918] 1978, pp. 2, 132; Butcher 2001-2002, p. 47; Houghton 1983, p. ix; Houghton 2012, pp. 238-239; 
Mørkholm 1966, p. 112; Seleucid Coins I.1, pp. xviii-xix. See also Hoover 2009, p. lii. One must be careful here, 
however, as demonstrated by Hougton 2004, p. 62, n. 44: his claims of Antioch’s broad circulation of bronze coin is 
based upon finds at Antioch, Seleucia Pieria, Dura, and four coins at Susa.     
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Roman period was primarily concentrated at Rome and Lugdunum.412 Branch mints of the 
imperial system still appeared periodically such as at Ephesus under the Flavians or Alexandria’s 
occasional minting of aurei and denarii.413  
The first certain evidence of the Antiochene mint acting in an imperial capacity comes 
from Tacitus (Hist. 2.82), who records that gold and silver were minted at Antioch for Vespasian 
when the military commander claimed the imperial seat (69 CE and following).414 Actual finds 
of Flavian aurei and denarii with stylistic similarities to Antiochene minted tetradrachms and 
provincial bronzes corroborate Tacitus’ report.415 No other testimony about the purpose of these 
coins exists besides Tacitus’s statement. Metcalf wonders if they were not only a means of 
creating military funds for an imperial bid, but actually represent an attempt to reform the 
financial system by proactively introducing imperial currency into the East through local 
mints.416 If the Flavian government made any such attempt, it failed. Although minted at 
Antioch, imperial coins from this period are rare finds in the city and throughout Syria. This may 
indicate they still did not circulate in the region, but were shipped elsewhere.417 
 Following the issues under Vespasian’s reign, the next evidence for Antioch functioning 
as an imperial mint date to the time of Hadrian (117-138 CE). These pieces are “comparatively 
rare,” “few and sporadic” as Rome minted the great bulk of this period’s imperial coin.418 A 
military presence in the region may account for their production at Antioch, but the evidence is 
                                                           
412 Metcalf 1982b, pp. 322-323. RIC2 I, pp. 1-2, 5-7.  
413 Metcalf 1982b, pp. 326-332; Butcher 2004, p. 193. 
414 Apud Antiochensis aurum argentumque signatur, eaque cuncta per idoneos ministros suis quaeque locis 
festinabantur. 
415 RIC1 II, p. 4; Metcalf 1982b, pp. 324-326. See Butcher 2004, pp. 95-97.   
416 Metcalf 1982b, p. 335.  
417 See Butcher 2004, pp. 95-96, 192-195. My distribution study only found one imperial coin minted at Antioch for 
this period: a denarius of Titus found in a second-century CE hoard at Jericho (CH VII 234).   
418 RIC1 II, p. 314. My distribution study found none of this type among the excavation reports.   
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too meager to venture any further explanation.419 In any case, hoards of denarii and aurei dating 
to this period provide the first clear indication of imperial denominations circulating widely 
within Syria, though their introduction may have been slightly earlier at the end of the first 
century CE.420 As Rome appears to have minted most of these finds, it is possible that imperial 
issues produced at Antioch still did not circulate in the province, but were shipped to other 
regions of the empire for taxes or imperial purposes. Too little evidence exists to be sure.421  
 Antioch’s imperial minting activity reached new heights following the death of 
Commodus in 192 CE. Unlike the relatively minor issues of earlier periods, Antioch began to 
mint imperial coins in significant quantities under Pescennius Niger (193-194 CE), who needed 
denarii for his imperial bid.422 Antioch continued producing imperial coinage for Septimius 
Severus (193-211 CE), despite the city’s subordination to nearby Laodicea (see Chapters 2 and 
5).423 What imperial coins Antioch minted under subsequent Severans is a matter of debate. The 
RIC volumes and several excavation reports have generally attributed imperial coins in a Syrian 
style to the mint at Antioch.424 Butcher believes a high output of imperial coinage occurred at 
Antioch under Septimius Severus, but for the coins of later emperors, he cites both stylistic 
differences to traditional Syrian types and the rarity of their finds in the province.425 More 
excavation and coin finds are needed to resolve this debate (see Chapter 10). 
                                                           
419 Butcher 2004, p. 98. See Ziegler 1996, pp. 119-134.  
420 See RPC I, p. 587; Butcher 2004, pp. 193-195; Burnett 2002, pp. 116-117.  
421 For the implications of such a shipment, see Butcher 2004, pp. 143-144. A comparable situation exists with the 
mint at Alexandria, which produced denarii for the Roman government much earlier than it circulated in Egypt. See 
Butcher 2004, p. 193.  
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Dura-Europos (see Bellinger 1949, p. 168).  
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historical circumstances, see Downey (1961), 238-243.  
424 RIC1 IV.2, pp. 3, 26. For Severan imperial coins attributed to Antioch, see Bellinger 1949; Thompson 1954; 
Nicolaou 1990; Pekary 1971; Kramer 2004; and Casey and Brickstock 2010. 
425 Butcher 2004, pp. 107-109.  
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 The reign of Gordian III (238-244 CE) signaled a permanent use of Antioch as an 
imperial mint through its production of radiates or antoniniani. This type of coin had been 
created by Caracalla in 215 CE and was overvalued at double the denarius.426 The single issue 
produced by Antioch’s mint during Gordian’s reign was perhaps in response to either military 
needs in the region or an overall effort by the imperial government to ensure better or more 
consistent supplies of their currency within the East.427 By the late third century CE, Antioch 
began regularly producing imperial argentei and nummi/folles as part of a homogeneous 
numismatic system in the reformed Roman Empire and joined other mints of Late Antiquity, 
such as Siscia, Nicomedia, and Alexandria.428  
 
Central Coinage: Significance 
The coins minted at Antioch for the central state were in every way akin to and part of the 
larger body of royal Seleucid or Roman imperial coinage, albeit with a certain Syrian style.429 In 
producing such coins, the Antiochenes – or at least the workshop located in the city – acted as an 
agent of the central state and an extension of the king or emperor’s program.430 Any minting of 
coins within this category would have been under some form of supervision of the central state, 
despite the lack of exact details as to how this oversight worked.431 Even without explicit 
testimony for the Roman period, Sutherland and Carson argue that “the co-ordination of weight-
standards, fineness, and even of type-content between one mint and another, all over the empire, 
                                                           
426 Bland 2012, pp. 515-516; Butcher 2004, p. 123; see RIC1 IV.3; Estiot 2012, p. 541. 
427 RIC1 IV.3, pp. 1-2; Butcher 2003, p. 49; Abdy 2012, p. 507; Bland 2012, pp. 515-521, 526-527.  
428 Estiot 2012, p. 548; Butcher 2003, p. 220. See RIC1 VI, pp. 4-7, 596-644.  
429 Butcher 2004, p. 15. On the coins of Vespasian at Antioch, RIC states “the portraits are strongly characterized in 
the manner of the Antioch tetradrachms but only imperfectly executed (RIC1 II, p. 4); on the coins of Vespasian 
(RIC2 II.1, pp. 46-47).  
430 Burnett 1987, pp. 17-20. For a summary of imperial involvement in Antioch, see Millar 1977, pp. 48-50.   
431 See Howgego 1995, pp. 26-30; Burnett 1987, pp. 24-32.   
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must lead to the conclusion that mint-policy was everywhere controlled at [a] very high level.”432 
It is also reasonable to suspect that the central government supplied some of the bullion and 
often, if not always, contributed to production costs of these imperial issues.433  
 However the oversight or direction by the central state worked, by minting a universal 
coin for the Roman state, Antioch contributed to and provided support for the Roman imperial 
government. First of all, it produced gold and silver coins which would be used by the Roman 
state to meet its expenses.434 Whether the imperial coinage minted at Antioch met these 
governmental needs solely within Syria or were minted in order to ship taxes to Rome may have 
changed over time.435 The second-century CE inscription from Palmyra (OGIS 629) indicates 
that imperial coins were eventually used for paying taxes in the East, but reveals little about the 
earlier situation.436 Beyond state payments, these imperial coins were also useful for paying rent, 
making private business transactions, and fulfilling other financial obligations. By minting for 
the Roman government, the Antiochene mint helped the imperial state meet its own needs as 
well as those of its people.437  
 This connection allows Antiochene minted coins of an imperial type to represent the 
city’s relationship to the central state and the wider empire. Through the use and spread of the 
coins in public and private interactions, Antioch engaged on an imperial or “global” level far 
beyond the immediate concerns of its own city and territory. Where in time and space these coins 
are found testify to that relationship and speak to the integration of the city of Antioch into the 
Roman Empire.    
                                                           
432 RIC2 I, p. 8.  
433 Butcher 2004, pp. 17-18, 148; RIC2 I, pp. 7-8. Circulating coins could also be withdrawn and recast as another 
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434 Duncan-Jones 1994, pp. 33ff; see also Howgego 1990, pp. 1-25; RIC2 I, pp. 9-10.  
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437 Butcher 2004, pp. 17-18; Howgego 1990, pp. 1-25; Howgego 1992, pp. 1-31; Harl 1987, pp. 7, 17.  
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Additional Imperial Uses of the Mint(s) at Antioch  
 Besides minting for the Roman government, Antioch also occasionally produced coins 
for other cities and regions of the empire. For instance, stylistic comparisons and die links reveal 
that Antioch minted silver tetradrachms and didrachms for Cyprus under the Flavians, as well as 
cistophori for Asia and drachms for Arabia and Crete under Trajan.438 By the third century CE, 
Antioch’s mint struck for Seleucia, Cyrrhus, Hierapolis, Zeugma, Samosata, Laodicea, and 
Philippopolis in Arabia.439 These examples fit into a wider pattern of cooperation between mint 
and city in the Roman world, such as when Rome’s mint occasionally supplied coins for 
Alexandria and Antioch or Alexandria minted Syrian coins.440 Such links based upon style may 
mean an external mint engraved the die which was then sent to the issuing city, an itinerant 
engraver arrived on location, or that full production took place there. All these scenarios 
demonstrate a connection between one place and many others.441  
Whether this link to other regions of the empire was orchestrated by the central 
government is uncertain. The possibility also exists that different areas of the East functioned 
according to different protocol.442 Howgego tentatively argues for imperial involvement, because 
a Roman official would need to oversee such “direct inter-regional dispatch of coined money” 
from a mint to another province.443 Butcher is more cautious, citing modern lack of knowledge 
as to who financed or directed these cross-regional productions: “This may mean merely that 
these mints accepted commission from city-states or other entities, so that the finance came from 
the cities and not the emperor.”444 Still, the fact that this type of interprovincial cooperation was 
                                                           
438 Butcher 2004, pp. 131, 240; Butcher 1988b, p. 37. 
439 Butcher 2003, p. 219; Burnett 1987, p. 30; Butcher 1986-1987, pp. 73-84.  
440 See Buttrey, Johnston, MacKenzie, and Bates 1981, p. 6.  
441 Burnett 1987, pp. 30-32; Harl 1987, p. 16.   
442 See Buttrey, Johnston, MacKenzie, and Bates 1981, p. 6. 
443 Howgego 1994, p. 16.  
444 Butcher 2004, p. 240. See also Burnett 1987, p. 31. 
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made possible by the integrating structure of the Roman Empire allows this activity of the 
Antiochene mint to fall under the category of “significant imperial interaction.” We can assume, 
as the editors of the RPC do, that “there was a centralised (if not central) knowledge” of this 
practice.445  
Despite this link, I decided not to focus on these coins in the following distribution study. 
While representative of interaction between different entities, these issues are often listed in 
excavation reports and hoards according to issuing authority rather than by mint. This makes it 
next to impossible to differentiate those minted at Antioch and those produced elsewhere without 
full access to the actual coins or images of all the finds. Additionally, unlike the imperial coins 
discussed above, these issues represent a very small portion of the coin finds and are therefore 
less helpful in constructing the broader patterns discussed in this study.    
 
Roman Provincial Coinage: Definitions  
 The next three categories of coin minted at Antioch fall under the broad umbrella of 
Roman provincial coinage (formerly known as Greek imperial coinage). Provincial coinage can 
be defined generally as coins issued by an authority other than the central state. Its circulation 
was far more restricted than imperial coinage; its value as currency was only guaranteed as far as 
the political reach of the issuing authority. The Roman world contained a plethora of such 
issuing authorities including separate governments like a tribe or a client kingdom, provincial 
branches, leagues and koinon, and a single city.446 Antioch never minted for Syria as a client 
                                                           
445 RPC II, p. 11.  
446 See T. B. Jones 1963, p. 310. Butcher 2004, p. 26, wants to exclude both tribes and client kingdoms from the list 
of issuing authorities under the Roman government because both are too separate of entities from the rest of the 
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kingdom, although some have suggested that the mint produced coins for the koinon of Syria; the 
likelihood is that these issues were actually minted at Rome for issue in Syria.447  
 Far more certain is Antioch’s production of provincial/provincial imperial and 
civic/municipal coins. Scholars traditionally distinguish the two categories according to both 
iconography and extent of circulation. A civic coin often advertises its issuing city in the genitive 
plural – the ethnic (e.g., “of the Antiochenes”) – as if indicating citizen-wide ownership.448 A 
civic coin also occasionally lacks an imperial portrait and circulates close to its issuing city.449 A 
coin issued by a provincial authority bears an imperial portrait, usually lacks a city ethnic and 
often city-specific iconography, and is believed to circulate across a wide territory.450 
Additionally, civic coins tend to be minted only in bronze or other base metals whereas 
provincial coins may be silver as well as bronze.  
With this overview of Antioch’s provincial currency in mind, the following sections 
examine Antioch’s civic coins first as far more is understood about who issued them and what 
function they served. We then turn to the tricky issue of Antioch’s provincial minting in both 
silver and bronze, dealing with the questions of use and of issuing authority. Finally, the possible 
denominational links among these types of coins are discussed.         
  
Civic Bronze: Definition and Issuing Authority 
 Compared to producing coins for the central Roman state, civic production at Antioch 
aimed at a far more intimate audience. Bronze coins produced at this level bore the name of the 
Antiochenes and titles usually in Greek on the reverse or obverse sides, plus civic iconography 
                                                           
447 Butcher 2004, p. 148.  
448 Butcher 1988b, pp. 35-36.  
449 Howgego 1985, p. 84.  
450 e.g., Harl 1987, p. 13; Butcher 2004, p. 19; Grant 1946, pp. 98-101.   
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celebrating both Antioch’s history and its mythology.451 In addition to various Olympian gods 
(e.g., Zeus, Artemis) and their attributes (e.g., lyre, caduceus, laurel branch), the reverse sides of 
the civic coins also portray local cults (e.g., Apollo and Daphne), mythic origins (e.g., a 
garlanded altar alluding to the city’s foundation), or the ram Aries (i.e., the zodiac sign for the 
year of the city’s founding). The city’s patron goddess Tyche is a consistent feature throughout 
the imperial period as both obverse and reverse type, sometimes seated on what appears to be 
Mount Silpius with a male personification of the River Orontes at her feet. Other times, she 
stands with a cornucopia and rudder in her hands.452  
Numismatists have traditionally identified two subcategories within these civic bronzes 
based upon the presence or absence of an imperial portrait. They describe coins lacking the face 
of the emperor as “pseudo-autonomous.” Such a designation partly extends from their 
resemblance to civic coins issued by the quasi-independent Antioch before Roman annexation, 
but a few scholars since MacDonald have argued the lack of an imperial portrait signifies a 
declaration or special grant of autonomy, however illusory.453 McAlee even considers these coins 
to be the only legitimately “civic” coins – with a few exceptions – because they do not refer to 
any other issuing authority outside of the Antiochene government.454  
 This is a superficial distinction based upon faulty notions of what the imperial portrait 
represents on civic coins. Civic coins were issued by the city and for the city. The ethnic on both 
coin subcategories has convinced most scholars of this purpose.455 Instead of a mere minting 
monogram, these coins of Antioch proclaim the full name of the city (e.g., ΑΝΤΙΟΧΕΩΝ) 
sometimes accompanied by a title (e.g., ΑΝΤΙΟΧΕΩΝ ΤΩΝ ΠΡΟΣ ΔΑΦΝΗΙ or ΑΝΤΙΟΧΕΩΝ 
                                                           
451 For a succinct overview of these types, see the examples in McAlee 2007, pp. 88-107.  
452 Butcher 2004, pp. 225-226, 228-229, 236-237, 298-302; Butcher 2003, pp. 236-237; McAlee 2007, pp. 3, 7.  
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ΜΗΤΡΟΠΟΛΕΩΣ).456 This Greek genitive has led to the conclusion that “the coins were felt to 
belong in some way to the citizens of the issuing city.”457  
The civic pride celebrated through this self-advertisement would not have been 
diminished by an imperial portrait or mention of the governor. Adding the imperial portrait 
celebrated or affirmed “loyalty to the regime.”458 As for those coins lacking an imperial portrait, 
Ann Johnston has argued for two practical advantages in striking such an issue: for use as “a 
denomination marker and in order to derive maximum use from the dies…Instead of having to 
cut new dies for each change of emperor, mints could use autonomous types until the dies wore 
out.”459 Indeed, smaller denominations often lack the imperial portrait as is even seen at 
Rome.460 Occasional naming of the current governor or legatus on the coins can also be 
understood as an honorific device or way of dating an issue, rather than a mark of issuing 
authority.461  
 The distribution of civic coin finds minted at Antioch reinforces this conclusion. 
Originally, I had subdivided the finds into “Roman civic” (i.e. with the portrait of the emperor) 
and “autonomous civic” (i.e. without the imperial portrait). Coin finds from both groups were 
predominately concentrated around Antioch, and no substantial geographical difference could be 
found between coins bearing or lacking an imperial portrait. Instead, the factor most affecting 
their distribution seems to have been a characteristic shared by both: a city issued them.462 
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Civic Bronze: Chronological Development  
 Civic coin production at Antioch had its roots in the Hellenistic period. Unlike Antioch’s 
production of central coins, however, the city only minted and issued civic coins sporadically 
under the Seleucids. Downey identified a small amount of civic bronze coinage issued shortly 
after the foundations of Seleucia Pieria and Antioch (c. 300 BCE).463 Civic coins minted and/or 
issued by Antioch are known for only two other periods during the reign of the Seleucids. Those 
from the time of Antiochus IV (176-165 BCE) have been called “quasi-autonomous” because a 
royal portrait accompanies the city’s ethnic ΑΝΤΙΟΧΕΩΝ ΤΩΝ ΠΡΟΣ ΔΑΠΝΗΙ. This is a 
noteworthy inclusion, as not even a minting monogram for the city usually appeared on the royal 
issues of Seleucid coinage.464 Eighteen other mints produced their own civic coinage for this 
period with royal portrait on the obverse and ethnic with a variety of local types on the reverse. 
Numismatists explain this production as reflecting the interest of Antiochus IV in elevating the 
status of cities and perhaps providing them with a source of income.465 Alternatively, the impetus 
for civic production could have stemmed from the cities themselves.466  
Civic initiative may also explain the non-central coins produced during the time of 
Alexander Balas (150-145 BCE). In addition to a second quasi-autonomous series, Seleucia 
Pieria also struck a joint issue with Antioch bearing the legend ΑΔΕΛΦΩΝ ΔΗΜΩΝ without 
either city’s ethnic.467 Downey wondered if this issue signified a temporary league between the 
cities, perhaps in reaction to the general instability of the central government (see Chapter 2). 
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The coins were discontinued three years later, however, marking the failure of any non-regal 
minting.468      
In the late second century BCE, civic bronze and even civic silver began appearing with 
greater regularity within the Seleucid kingdom.469 As discussed in Chapter 2, the transition at 
Antioch from royal coins to purely local types with the civic ethnic took slightly longer. The 
Antiochenes did not begin a somewhat regular production of civic coinage until 92/91 BCE.470  
Besides changes in the city’s title and eras (see Chapter 2), the Antiochenes did little to 
change their civic coins immediately after Roman annexation. In 5 BCE, however, they began 
adding the Roman imperial portrait to a portion of their coins. Production of both coins with and 
without the emperor’s head continued intermittently for the next two centuries. Coin finds reveal 
some turnover in type, but an overall conservative and consistent program of iconographical 
choices.471 The last issue of these coins appears to have been in 177/178 CE, at which point the 
Greek letters ΔΕ were added. These letters appear later on other coin types produced at Antioch 
including tetradrachms and SC bronze as well as the civic bronze of Laodicea. Many scholars 
have interpreted these letters as Δ(ΗΜΑΡΧΙΚΗΣ) Ε(ΞΟΥΣΙΑΣ), referencing the tribunician 
power of the emperor. As ΔΕ does not appear exclusively on coins with the imperial portrait, 
some scholars have proposed Δ Ε(ΠΑΡΧΕΙΩΝ) or “of the four eparchies,” in reference to 
Antioch’s possible lead role in the provincial imperial cult (see Chapter 2).472  
The Antiochene mint produced no more civic coins until the introduction of the so-called 
“colonial” issues under the reign of Elagabalus, a type which would continue until the middle of 
                                                           
468 Downey 1961, p. 121. See also Cohen 2006, pp. 82-83, 90, n. 21.  
469 Butcher 2004, p. 25.  
470 Waage 1952, p. 24; Butcher 2004, pp. 24-27, 307-312; Hoover 2007, p. 290; McAlee 2007, p. 61. See Downey 
1961, p. 144. 
471 Butcher 2004, p. 298; Burnett 2002, p. 122.  
472 Butcher 2004, pp. 13, 40, 233-234. McAlee 2007, pp. 83-87, identified a brief revival of these during the reign of 
Julian II.  
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the third century CE when civic and provincial minting ended in the city. 473 These coins are 
remarkable for several reasons in their break from traditional minting. Not only are they much 
larger than previous civic and even provincial bronze, but they also bear the new title colonia as 
well as metropolis and the city’s ethnic, all in Greek.474 Details about this new title’s significance 
are hazy, but Antioch had only recently gained its colonial status and perhaps felt the need to 
celebrate this addition.475 These coins are especially noteworthy for their inclusion of the letters 
SC – better known from the provincial issues (see below) – as well as ΔΕ. Because of the ethnic, 
however, these hybrid coins are still considered civic.  
 
Civic Bronze: Significance 
 Out of all the coins minted at Antioch, the civic coins represent the closest tie to the 
Antiochenes active in the city and not as mere subset of the imperial system or provincial 
administrator. First, the types of these coins are bound to the city. As mentioned earlier, the 
ethnic on these coins testifies to their issue by and for the citizen population in an expression of 
“local political sovereignty.”476 This shared civic identity was furthered by the local themes and 
mythology portrayed in the coins’ iconography. Elites of the city presumably played a dominant 
role in shaping the message presented, but this does not exclude the wider body from their 
celebration of civic pride. Heuchert writes, “Some aspects of local identity expressed through the 
medium of coinage were probably not exclusive to the elite, but…shared by the citizenship as a 
whole. As civic coins circulated locally, their principal audience will have been the inhabitants of 
                                                           
473 Butcher 1988a, pp. 63-72; Butcher 2004, pp. 44-45 
474 Butcher 2004, pp. 44-45.  
475 It is unclear whether the city received this title under Caracalla or Elagabalus. The ancient source is Paulus Dig. 
50.15.8.5: Divus Antoninus Antiochenses colonos fecit salvis tributis. Downey 1961, p. 245, n. 51, argues for 
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Millar 1990, pp. 7-58.   
476 Harl 1987, p. 21.  
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a city and its territory.”477 In one way or another, the message of civic coins reached through all 
levels of Antioch’s population.478 
 Beyond mere celebration, civic coins also acted as an integral part of the day-to-day 
activities of the citizens and their environs. Based upon surviving coins, local production was 
never regular, but it was still attuned to the purposes of the state, its citizens, and anyone else 
present within the city’s boundaries.479 Scholars generally believe that civic coinage fed the local 
need for small change in daily transactions at such places as the market.480 It also had the 
potential of garnering a profit for the civic government and select residents.481 The cities profited 
from the low-cost production of a bronze coin that could be valued as a fraction of silver through 
the fiduciary currency system.482 A city could also require that all non-local coins be exchange 
for local civic issues, thereby encouraging a market for its own civic coinage. This practice could 
be especially lucrative if the Roman army came to town, which would have required small 
change to break down their payment of denarii. Cities could increase production of civic coinage 
in preparation for not only the soldiers, but also the vendors taking care of this group. 
Moneychangers and bankers could then profit from the exchange of silver to bronze if a 
premium was charged. 
Finally, the inward focus of the iconography and local function of civic coins is generally 
reinforced by archaeological finds, which suggest that a city’s coins normally circulated within 
its immediate territory.483 As will be discussed in Chapters 5 and 6, civic coin finds in Syria 
often show up in their greatest concentrations within or near the city that issued them. Civic 
                                                           
477 Heuchert 2005, p. 40. 
478 Howgego 1985, pp. 89-91; Harl 1987, pp. 11, 21-22.   
479 Harl 1987, pp. 10, 19; Butcher 2004, p. 266; Howgego 1985, pp. 89-91.  
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coins could circulate past city limits, but the finds regularly indicate the issuing city made 
primary use of them.  
Given this local focus in type, function, and finds, civic coins provide an excellent 
representative of the Antiochenes’ interaction in the region. In other words, as most civic coins 
were intended to circulate within the city’s own territory, civic coins found beyond this territory 
is cause for further examination. Depending upon the quantities and find spot, it may be that 
some historical circumstance or political relationship extended the circulation of a civic coin. 
The length and scale of Antioch’s production history for this category of coin allow for such a 
study, which considers the impact of broader historical factors.     
 
Imperial Involvement in Civic Production   
 Despite the overwhelmingly civic quality of civic coins, we must still consider the extent 
to which the imperial government – central or provincial – involved itself in the production, 
issuing, and circulation of this category of coins. Howgego gathered what little inscriptional and 
numismatic evidence exists concerning the minting of civic coinage in the provinces (mostly 
Asia Minor) and has suggested special magisterial offices within the city would supervise the 
production, but only on a vote of the local boule and always under the control of the civic 
government.484 As for who paid for the bullion, the dies, and the staff of the mint, a number of 
possibilities exist including “an individual, a group of citizens, or public funds.”485 For instance, 
a single person or a group of elite citizens could pay for an issue as a type of liturgy.486 It is 
worth pointing out that “no civic magistrate’s name appears on any of the coins of northern 
                                                           
484 Howgego 1985, pp. 85-95; Harl 1987, p. 16: he discusses the governmental supervision over the engravers and 
other staff; see Johnston 1974, pp. 205-6. 
485 Butcher 2004, p. 20; Howgego 1985, pp. 85-95, doubts the individual’s support for the bullion, but they could 
have been responsible for other areas of the minting 
486 See Butcher 2003, p. 218; generally, see Harl 1987, p. 4. 
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Syria, although monograms and symbols found on some coins may be those of individuals.”487 
Such production leaves little room or necessity for imperial involvement. 
Nevertheless, as pointed out by the editors of the RPC, the fact that civic coinage was 
allowed to continue at all under the empire testifies to some acquiescence on the part of the 
Roman government; had they wanted to end local minting, they held the power to do so.488 At 
the same time, Howgego comments that the right of issuing one’s own coinage was “part of the 
delicate balance between local autonomy and centralized authority.”489 Civic minting may not 
have represented “a claim to political autonomy as it had been understood earlier, but a coinage 
still implied that the issuing authority was an independent community on the Graeco-Roman 
model.”490 Both the central and civic governments were compelled to navigate through that 
tension.491  
 Asking the Roman government for permission to mint coins could have formed part of 
the process, although here we must rely on evidence outside of Antioch.492 The legend permissu 
or αἰτησαµένου with the name of an official (central or provincial) appears on certain non-
Antiochene coins from the East and elsewhere in the Roman world.493 This and other textual 
evidence could indicate imperial oversight in at least a portion of the civic issues, perhaps even 
sought by the civic government in order to bring imperial attention to their city. Absence of such 
a legend does not mean that same permission was not sought.494 Butcher hypothesizes that if 
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civic authorities asked permission to build or tax, perhaps they then needed the imperial assent to 
mint.495 Whether this happened on every occasion for every city (unlikely) or through a general 
grant is unknown.496 That certain cities chose to publish their grant of permission publicly on 
their coins may simply have been an act of flattery or honor.497  
 
Provincial Coinage: Definition  
 On the spectrum of ancient coinage, in between the two extremes of imperial and civic 
coinage, lies the murkier middle ground of “regional,” “provincial,” or “provincial imperial” 
coins.498 As mentioned earlier, these coins are often combined with civic coins under the heading 
of “Roman provincial coin” (i.e. non-imperial Roman coin). Despite this affiliation, “provincial” 
coins may still be distinguished for non-civic qualities in type, circulation, and material, however 
artificial such a definition must be. These same characteristics also divide provincial and 
imperial coins, which leaves many scholars uncertain of how to characterize their place in the 
provinces.499  
 In terms of type, coins of the regional or provincial category usually lack a city ethnic or 
minting monogram denoting origin. Their imperial portrait and often imperial design stand out, 
even if occasionally surrounded by traditional regional elements or legends in Greek rather than 
Latin.500 The overall anonymity about their origin has led some scholars to speculate that the 
coins had a broader appeal and application in the region. Instead of being defined by one city, the 
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neutrality of their type and explicit connection to the Roman government extended their 
acceptance as currency, albeit not quite as far as central coinage.501  
The degree of circulation acts as a second defining characteristic of “provincial” coins. 
Unlike civic coins, coin finds of this category suggest a more regional or province-wide 
circulation.502 Alexandrian tetradrachms appear to have circulated broadly throughout the 
province of Egypt. Silver cistophori served as one of the major silver currencies for the province 
of Asia.503 Certain bronze issues also appear to have had a regional dissemination like the bronze 
Jewish coins of the first century CE, which are found on excavations throughout the East.504 
Such a wide reach once again recommends an appeal and application of these coins outside a 
civic context, but one not nearly as extensive as central coinage.505  
Lastly, for most of the Roman imperial period, civic governments were generally not 
allowed to mint in precious metals. Rather, silver coin production was limited either to imperial 
mints or to a select group of provincial mints producing non-imperial types. This list includes 
Caesarea in Cappadocia, Alexandria in Egypt, mints in Arabia, and those producing cistophori in 
Asia.506 The silver shekels of Tyre provide an obvious exception, which in addition to being 
made of a precious metal, also lacked an imperial portrait, contained the city’s ethnic and 
circulated widely in southern Syria and even in Judea as payment for the Temple-tax.507 These 
civic issues ended during the reign of Nero, possibly due to currency restructuring by the central 
government (see below and Chapter 8).508 
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The above three characteristics argue for a special category of “provincial” or “regional” 
coin, but much is left open about the nature of this group as a whole. The most nebulous feature 
of these provincial coins is the issuing authority responsible for them. The editors of the RPC 
argue that even though all coins could be “manipulated” by the Roman government, the greater 
the region of circulation intended and the higher the value, the more control exerted.509 Butcher 
is less confident: “It is hard to believe that the imperial authorities had no interest at all in these 
provincial imperial coinage, but to what degree they were responsible for issuing them, and 
whether civic authorities also had a large part to play in their issue, cannot be determined from 
the evidence currently available.”510 This aspect of the provincial coins must therefore remain 
unresolved until we gather more material and better understand patterns of circulation.   
I hope that the following distribution study will help to define at least two types of 
provincial coins produced at Antioch: provincial silver and provincial SC bronze. Both lack an 
ethnic, yet are strongly, if not always definitively or exclusively, tied to the mint at Antioch as 
their major production site for reasons of style and, with the tetradrachms, iconography. Silver 
production predates the Romans, whereas minting of the provincial SC was a new introduction 
under the empire. Does production of these coins equal a nod by the Roman government to the 
prominence Antioch once held under the Seleucids as an imperial mint?511 Or do these coins 
represent an ingenious strategy by the Roman government to supply currency to its residents 
through a prominent provincial city and administrative center?512 Could both be true? Could both 
be false? 
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In the following pages, silver provincial coinage is considered first, followed by 
provincial SC bronze. Although grouped together as “provincial,” it is likely that production of 
each occurred separately and possible that a different issuing authority guaranteed the value of 
either.513 The two categories are described in detail with attention paid to the questions and 
debates posed by previous scholars towards their purpose, use, and significance to this 
distribution study.        
 
Provincial Silver: Description and Chronology 
The third category of "provincial silver" is mostly comprised of tetradrachms, but also 
rare smaller denominations like drachms and didrachms.514 Antioch was not the only mint to 
produce such eastern silver tetradrachms, as minor production also occurred at Laodicea ad 
Mare, Zeugma, and Apamea.515 According to Bellinger’s count, almost 30 different mints 
produced Syrian tetradrachms during the reigns of Caracalla and Macrinus.516 Sometimes other 
major mints, such as Alexandria, would supplement Antioch’s production. Nevertheless, based 
upon monograms and stylistic similarities, Antioch was still the major mint for silver produced 
in Syria.517 
The types on the Antiochene silver are a fusion of local, Seleucid, and Roman imagery, 
and were subject to small but significant changes during the Roman imperial period. The obverse 
of coins minted before 5 BCE depict a posthumous bust of Philip Philadelphus, whose reign had 
                                                           
513 Butcher 2012, p. 474.  
514 See McAlee 2007, p 1. Butcher 2003, p. 215, comments that the didrachm was hardly ever struck in Northern 
Syria, suggesting needs different from the South where it could be used to pay the Temple Tax: “Apart from a few 
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ended in 83 BCE.518 Following 5 BCE, the obverse of the majority of these silver coins bear 
Greek legends with the portrait of the Roman emperor or imperial family member.519 On the 
reverse, coins minted before Nero’s reign depict either a seated Zeus or the Tyche of Antioch 
with the Orontes on the reverse; both local images have their antecedents in the Seleucid 
period.520 During and following Nero’s rule, a more Phoenician (originally Ptolemaic) type of an 
eagle clutching a thunderbolt adorns the Antiochene coins.521 This type appears around the time 
when Tyre stopped minting tetradrachms with the same type. The eagle appears fairly regularly 
for the next two centuries and changes only in regards to what is held in the talons (e.g., club, 
palm branch, sacrificial meat). The portrait of some member of the imperial family at times 
provides an alternative reverse.522 Finally and somewhat contrary to the normal definition of 
“provincial coinage,” the city’s ethnic appears from time to time as well.523   
These additions and changes in iconography highlight crucial moments in the production 
history of Antiochene silver.524 Beginning in the Hellenistic Period, even as other cities began 
minting autonomous silver issues during the early years of the first century BCE, Antioch 
continued producing regal silver until Antiochus XII (69-65 BCE). After a gap of about ten years 
during which Syria was annexed into the Roman Empire and the region presumably continued 
using older issues, the mint again struck silver under the proconsulship of Gabinius (57-55 
BCE).525 Instead of placing a Roman image on the obverse, production authorities resurrected a 
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portrait of the deceased Philip Philadelphus. The political overtones of such a choice cannot be 
ignored, especially from a Roman administrative perspective. On the one hand, by allowing a 
past “familiar” type still in circulation to be minted, the Roman state helped cultivate a smooth 
transition of eastern regions into the empire.526 At the same time, if the Roman government was 
responsible for the type choice, perhaps they were identifying themselves as a “legitimate” 
successor to Seleucid kings, of whom Philip I was the last.527 Other examples exist from the 
ancient world of new issuing authorities attempting to piggyback on the political weight of an 
earlier issuing authority by continuing a traditional type on new coins.528   
 In 5 BCE, during the governorship of P. Quinctilius Varus, the Roman imperial portrait 
first graced the obverse of the silver issues. At the same time, the Tyche of Antioch from the coin 
of Tigranes was restored to replace a seated Zeus on the reverse. Scholars credit this change to an 
overhaul of provincial finances by Varus, but we can also view it as a simple update of old coin 
for the emperor.529  
Coin production during the reign of the subsequent Julio-Claudians was intermittent, but 
by the end of the dynasty, the silver produced at Antioch had replaced all civic silver minting 
throughout Syria. The major reform of Antioch’s silver during this time came under Nero, likely 
as part of a general reform of silver standards within the East and just before reforms at Rome530 
Antioch’s silver was now struck on a Tyrian standard (see below).531 Scholars argue that this 
                                                           
526 Downey 1961, p. 148: “…the Roman administration evidently felt that it was unwise either to allow Antioch to 
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528 See Meadows 2001, pp. 56-59. 
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denarius and his ‘reform’ of the Syrian tetradrachm may be an associated phenomena, and the subsequent 
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reform connects to Antioch’s absorption of Tyre’s significant manufacture of local silver; from 
this period on, Tyre no longer produced silver issued in its own name. This may explain why 
Antioch’s coinage begins to bear a Phoenician eagle rather than a Tyche of Antioch on its 
reverse, perhaps as a signal of the union of these two productions (see above). Such an 
iconographical change may also have encouraged an increased circulation of Antiochene silver 
coins into further parts of the Levant, as many scholars suggest (see Chapter 8).532  
Following these major reforms, the circulation and type of Antioch’s silver remain fairly 
consistent until the end of the second century CE, with a few exceptions. First, the silver content 
of the tetradrachms was lowered under Trajan.533 Butcher hypothesizes that such a change in 
standard was part of a “unification of silver standards” in Syria and Cappadocia.534 Second, the 
Tyche of Antioch sometimes replaces the eagle introduced under Nero, though the latter symbol 
remains dominant.535 Other stylistic variants suggest that a few mints besides Antioch also 
produced eastern tetradrachms throughout this period, but much more work needs to be done to 
securely identify their places of origin.536  
The end of the second century CE into the third was marked by several hiatuses in 
production: 161-169 CE, 194-204 CE, and 222-238 CE. Further reductions in silver content 
shaped this period of minting in addition to multiple mints joining Antioch in the production of 
tetradrachms.537 Beginning with Gordian III, Antioch entered into its last phase of production 
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with a tetradrachm of higher silver content than those issued during the previous period.538 
Minting continued with the percentage of silver declining in these coins until the final issues 
under Trebonianus Gallus (251-253 CE).539 From this point onwards, the workshops at Antioch 
only produced imperial radiates even while older tetradrachms continued to circulate.540 
 
Provincial Silver: Issuing Authority  
 During the Hellenistic Period, the production and issue of these silver coins was under 
the purview of the Seleucid royal government.541 What authority inherited this role as issuing 
authority and subsequently directed their production as provincial silver is unclear.542 Did the 
Roman administration take over the mint at Antioch, both funding production and guaranteeing 
the value of already established coins?543 Or was the civic government of the Antiochenes in 
charge of the issue of these coins, striving to meet both imperial and local demand for silver? 
Aspects in the coin’s design, production history, and supposed function offer no certain evidence 
to either imperial direction or civic management, but instead highlight the complexity of this 
coin’s character in the context of the immediate region and within the Roman Empire.  
 The design of the coins presents the most ambiguous factor, because it reveals both 
regional and Roman elements. The regional elements are legends in Greek and images of local 
significance on the reverse, the designs of which often predate the Romans. Some of the dates 
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that appear on the first century BCE/first century CE coins are according to the Caesarian era, 
which is “not a ‘provincial era’, but a city one, used by Antioch and some other cities (e.g., 
Aegeae in Cilicia or Laodicea).”544 Furthermore, although these coins normally lack the city’s 
ethnic as on the earlier Seleucid regal issues, some exceptions do exist. It is difficult to tell 
whether exceptions to this practice are simply “unusual” products in the big scheme of Roman 
coinage or if they celebrate a grant of autonomy to a civic mint.545 It is important to keep in mind 
that these exceptions are in no way as frequent or as explicit as Tyre’s clearly civic silver, which 
declare the city as “sacred and inviolate,” or Antioch’s own civic bronze.546  
Roman elements on these coins offer little further clarification. The emperor’s portrait 
commonly graces the obverse following the Philip Philadelphus issues, but it unclear whether 
this is an homage to the ruling government like the civic coins or a signal of the issuing 
authority. It is equally difficult to gauge the importance of the Syrian governor’s monogram on 
earlier issues, such as under Gabinius, Crassus, and Cassius (57-51 BCE). Such a monogram 
may link the coin issue to larger financial actions of the governor in the region and serve as a 
subtle indicator of the change of regime from Seleucid to Roman. Then again, the monogram 
may simply be a date marker.547 In any case, the practice of minting coins with the governor’s 
monogram was inconsistent, occasionally being replaced by the city’s monogram.548 Overall, 
despite these imperial elements, Antiochene silver tetradrachms are far more eastern in 
appearance than that of Antioch’s neighbor Caesarea in Cappadocia, whose silver was 
“thoroughly Roman in feeling.”549  
                                                           
544 RPC I, p. 608. 
545 Butcher 2004, pp. 59, 239; McAlee 2007, pp. 13, 111; RPC I, pp. 606-607.   
546 Butcher 2003, p. 215. This title is much like what appears on Antioch’s bronze municipal coin. 
547 Butcher 2004, p. 240. For examples, see McAlee 2007, p. 67, nos. 1, 2, 3; RPC I, p. 2. 
548 Butcher 2003, p. 215.  
549 Sydenham [1933] 1978, p. 3; Butcher 1988b, pp. 95-96.  
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In terms of design, therefore, none of these details precludes or necessitates Roman 
involvement. The Roman government could have easily opted to continue circulating traditional 
silver issued by itself as allow a significant eastern city like Antioch to issue silver of its own 
design as a way of easing the region’s annexation into the empire. Whatever modifications in 
type occurred following the entrance of Romans could as easily be “changes of substance” as 
mere changes “of presentation.”550 Either way, the design offers no certain clues to the silver’s 
ultimate issuing authority.       
 Potentially more illuminating are moments in the production history of Syrian silver that 
may indicate coordination in the East by some higher authority. Die links between the major 
silver mints of the empire have already been discussed above, which could indicate some 
imperially facilitated cooperation. More suggestive is the level of streamlining that occurred in 
the East following the entrance of the Romans: major minting of silver appears to have taken 
place only in a few key cities in the East with established royal Hellenistic types outlasting civic 
issues.551 This streamlining of a “chaotic” system of silver production in the Roman east could be 
a sign of interference by the imperial Roman government through its provincial agents, which 
favored certain mints over others with the allocation of resources and/or sanctions.552  
Specific indications of such imperial streamlining do appear in Syria. The civic 
production of silver, which had sprouted up during the breakdown of the Seleucid Kingdom, 
quickly faded away towards the end of the first century BCE after annexation into the Roman 
Empire.553 Tyre was the exception, which continued minting its civic silver until it ended during 
the reign of Nero. At or around that time, Antioch’s silver underwent the aforementioned 
                                                           
550 Howgego 1995, p. 57. See Harl 1996, p. 106: “The traditional look of eastern silver coins was essential to their 
acceptance in markets, because provincials viewed ancestral types as guarantees of their money’s worth.”  
551 RPC I, p. 6-11.  
552 Butcher 1988, p. 15; Butcher 2004, pp. 240, 254; Butcher 2004, p. 19. 
553 Harl 1996, p. 103, seems to think this has more to do with the supply of silver bullion than any political 
maneuverings.  
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adjustment in design, standard, and circulation, which appears to have coincided with a 
withdrawal of earlier issues. Numismatists often tie these two events together, hypothesizing that 
Tyre’s mint was shut down and the city’s coins were eventually driven out of circulation by the 
new tetradrachms minted at Antioch.554 The degree of manipulation to both mints suggests the 
working of a larger authority than a single city.    
That these coins would be worth such attention may have to do with the value of the 
silver issues and the function they served. Unlike the small bronzes minted by the city, these 
silver coins were clearly suited to substantial transactions within the public and private sectors 
and served as a medium for paying taxes and salaries and conducting large-scale business. In the 
diverse currencly pool of the Near East, the tetradrachms acted as a bridge between local bronze 
and the denominations of the Roman state in both arenas long after the introduction of the 
denarius.555 Site finds and hoards reveal that these coins traveled widely in the Near East, likely 
because of the important role they played (see Chapter 11).556  
The value of the tetradrachm certainly did not escape the notice of the Roman state, 
which had a vested interest in the province’s ability to pay taxes and a need for meeting their 
own expenses in the region.557 This suggests that the imperial Roman government not only had a 
vague interest in its production, but would also have played a major role in guaranteeing and 
controlling its issue. Like the Seleucids, the Roman state could have manipulated the tetradrachm 
to meet its own needs within the region in lieu of having to hastily introduce its own coins. Using 
an already established coin would have helped ease the transition to a new ruler, while ensuring a 
                                                           
554 Butcher 2004, pp. 253-255; RPC I, pp. 8, 53; Butcher 2003, pp. 215-216. Harl 1996, pp. 103-104.  
555 RPC I, p. 7; Harl 1996, pp. 98, 103; Burnett 1987, p. 38; Katsari 2011, p. 189; Harl 1996, pp. 98-99, 103, 106; 
Amandry 2012, p. 393; Butcher 2012, p. 470; Butcher 2004, pp. 245-253, 257-259; Butcher 2002, p. 147.  
556 Butcher 2004, pp. 181-182; Harl 1996, p. 106.  
557 Harl 1996, p. 106; RPC I, p. 8.  
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steady supply of coin. At the same time, continuity of design would also ensure that the coin did 
not travel too far beyond the province, ensuring an extra level of control.558  
 
Provincial Silver: Significance 
 Despite the questions that remain about the provincial silver produced at Antioch, they 
have great value to this distribution study. First, these coins present the strongest tie to the 
political system preceding the Romans. Unlike the civic bronze, which was only regularly 
minted beginning in the first century BCE, the silver coins have their predecessors in the central 
coins for the Seleucids. Regardless of ultimate issuing authority, the now provincial coins can 
demonstrate how major political boundaries on the level of empire and province changed over 
time. In other words, these coins may be in the best position to reveal the transformation brought 
by the Romans to the East.       
 The silver coins also provide an interesting comparison to the other coins of this study. 
First, by occupying the liminal space between central and civic coinage in both issuing authority 
and function, the tetradrachms and their subdivisions were subject to a different set of forces than 
what certainly constrained or expanded the circulation of the others. Second, the inherent value 
of the silver coins undoubtedly affected the movement of these coins (see Chapter 1), which may 
reveal patterns not seen in the civic and provincial bronze coins. 
 
Provincial SC Bronze: Description and Chronology 
 The fourth category of coin studied here is the presumably “provincial” SC bronze coins. 
Based upon stylistic similarities to other coin types and archaeological finds, scholars believe the 
                                                           
558 Butcher 1988, p. 98. 
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mint of Antioch “almost exclusively” produced these coins.559 A vastly different coin than the 
silver tetradrachm, the SC bronze has been called “one of the most important Roman 
innovations” of the imperial period, “by far the most important element of the imperial bronze 
coinage in the east,” and an “unexplained mystery.”560 These coins circulated in Syria for over 
two and a half centuries and clearly formed an important part of the currency for at least some 
portion of the province. Even so, there are many pressing questions about these issues, including 
the identity of the issuing authority. 
 The type of these coins remains relatively unchanged throughout its history. The obverse 
bears the emperor’s portrait, occasionally with an attribute, and his name as the legend.561 Unlike 
the civic coins, their legends were in Latin until the time of Trajan (98-117 CE), when they 
switched to Greek; the reason for the change in language is uncertain.562 The standard reverse 
design depicts a wreath encircling the letters SC, presumably for senatus consulto – “by the 
decree of the senate.”563 The different modern interpretations of these letters are discussed in the 
next section.   
 Antioch began to mint the bronze SC coins during the reign of Augustus. Many scholars 
link their introduction to Quinctilius Varus, who served as governor of Syria beginning in 7/6 
BCE, but it is possible that their production started earlier. The titles for the emperor Augustus 
appearing on these coins only signify that the coins must have been minted after 23 BCE.564 
Antioch minted several new types of bronze coins during the reign of Augustus (e.g., 
AVGVSTVS, CA), possibly as part of a greater imperial experiment in creating a standardized 
                                                           
559 Butcher 2004, nn. 321-394; Butcher 2012, p. 476; McAlee 2007, pp. 12-13.  
560 Butcher 2004, p. 258; Howgego 1985, p. 23; RIC1, p. 10, n. 2. 
561 Butcher 2004, p. 216.  
562 For one suggestion, see Butcher 2004, p. 356; see McAlee 2007, p. 46.  
563 For the one exception, see Butcher 2004, p. 217.  
564 Howgego 1982, pp. 7-8; Butcher 2004, pp. 28-29; Downey 1961, p. 167. The RPC editors suggest between 20 
and 10 BCE (see RPC I 4101-5).  
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bronze coinage for Syria and the surrounding eastern provinces.565 While most of these new 
forms did not continue past the reign of Augustus, Antioch continued to mint the SC bronze for 
the next two and a half centuries. Scholars suggest production was intermittent, but still more 
frequent and in larger quantities than any other bronze civic coinage in Syria for the high 
empire.566 This production continued through to the reign of Philip I.567  
 
Provincial SC Bronze: The Meaning of SC  
 The simplicity of both the SC bronze type and its chronology hides the complexity of its 
interpretation and the fierce debate among scholars over the significance of the letters SC. Any 
explanation typically begins with the similarity of this coin – the SC in particular – to the base 
coin produced and issued by the central Roman government. In an imperial context, “S(enatus) 
C(onsulto)” presumably refers to initiatives, reforms, and/or honors in some form exchanged 
between the Senate and the emperor. These letters had periodically appeared on mostly 
Republican denarii of the first century BCE either alone or as part of the prepositional phrase EX 
SC with the name or title of the coining authority often accompanying these letters (e.g., Q. 
Aelius Lamia). Bay argued that this formula “normally signified that the coinage was issued by 
decision of the senate…to meet some extraordinary circumstances whether these concerned the 
issuing magistrate, the purpose of the issues, or some other unusual element.”568  
Such a special application contrasts the subsequently ordinary use of SC on imperial 
bronze of Augustus and later rulers. As the senate was no longer the major ruling body, scholars 
debate whether the SC of the imperial period represents simply a pictorial celebration of honors 
                                                           
565 Butcher 2004, p. 29.  
566 Butcher 2004, p. 29.  
567 McAlee 2007, p. 2; Butcher 2012, p. 476. See also Butcher 2004, pp. 44-47.  
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voted to the emperor by the Senate or serves as a mark of the authority or legislation by which 
the coins were minted.569 If the latter suggestion is correct, the SC guaranteed the value of these 
coins either through an independent vote of the Senate (less likely) or via Augustus’ use of 
senatorial decree(s) to reorganize the monetary system (more likely). Whatever the exact nature 
of this decree, the SC continued to appear on Roman imperial bronze coin into the third century 
CE.   
 Scholars generally believe that the initial central reorganization of the Roman numismatic 
system under Augustus extended throughout the provinces in an attempt to “regularize” currency 
either internally within each region or as a general program in the East.570 Whereas imperial SC 
issues replaced local bronze in the West, new types appeared in the East to supplement already 
extant bronze. Production of coins bearing SC took place both at Antioch and – to a far lesser 
degree – at Cyprus, albeit with different overall styles from each other and from Rome’s coinage; 
only Antioch’s production lasted beyond Augustus’ reign.571 Despite their differences, Grant 
included these, the CA issues of Asia Minor and Syria, and several other bronze productions 
throughout the empire as part of a “single general scheme” of provincial bronze utilized by the 
imperial system to meet the needs of its people.572 The SC on the issues of Antioch could then 
potentially refer to the original decree(s) used to reorganize the entire currency system of the 
Roman world.573 In such a scenario, central authorities apparently dictated the inclusion of SC to 
provincial minters. 
                                                           
569 For a summary of these debates about Roman bronze coin, see McAlee 2007, pp. 3-4; Bay 1972, pp. 111-122; 
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 Then again, the overall lack of uniformity among the eastern types of this imperial 
initiative allows for the possibility that provincial or even civic governments had some leeway in 
how they fulfilled the emperor’s directive. For Antioch this could mean that the officials 
overseeing the mint chose to put an SC on their version of the provincial coins.574 Perhaps, as 
some scholars have proposed, this choice was thoughtless imitation of Rome’s coin.575 Butcher 
harshly criticizes this view, stating that such an approach renders the design “meaningless in a 
Syrian context, and that for 250 years none of those responsible for producing this coinage 
discovered the true meaning of SC, or cared to change the design.”576 Indeed, in the third 
century, well after the initial Augustan-era reforms, SC began appearing even on the hybrid 
colonial issues and later tetradrachms of Antioch.577 It is hard to argue that this was an 
insignificant addition. 
 An alternative explanation is that the SC carried the same meaning in the East as it did in 
the West. This could mean, as Sutherland suggests, that the letters SC reflected and reinforced 
the honors paid to Augustus at Rome. This would have been similar to the inclusion of the 
imperial portrait on civic issues.578 Weiser makes such a case for the first coins produced by the 
citizens of Neokaisareia during the second century.579 Their coins boldly print an SC next to their 
own ethnic in a possible homage to Rome.  
The SC could also have been a choice by local authorities to capitalize on the guarantee 
of the issuing authority carried by the imperial bronze, either by referencing the original 
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576 Butcher 2004, p. 235.  
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decree(s) or mimicking the form to add weight to their own issues. The concept of provincial 
bronze coins was a new introduction to Syria after a long history of Seleucid and local civic 
issues. Not only did the SC distinguish these issues from earlier circulating coins, but it also 
referenced the authority of the imperial government. McAlee compares such a “legal validation” 
to the mark on current United States paper currency: “this note is legal for all debts, public and 
private.”580  
 Of course, the possibility also exists that the SC on the provincial bronze of Antioch and 
other eastern sites meant something completely different than the S(enatus) C(onsulto) on 
Roman imperial coin. After all, as pointed out by Butcher, SC continued to be used on Antioch’s 
issues even after the switch to Greek for the legends. That said, no better alternative explanation 
has arisen and it may be more prudent to follow an interpretation extending from the Roman 
type.581  
 
Provincial SC Bronze: Issuing Authority  
 Linking either the inauguration or the type of the provincial SC coins to a directive of the 
Roman government does not mean the state ultimately guaranteed the value of these coins. 
Rather, as part of a general reorganization of the monetary system to ensure enough currency 
throughout the empire, the central government could have directed mints to produce the coins. 
Any details beyond that are unclear, especially as to who funded this production, who controlled 
their issue, and who guaranteed their value. Just because the coins were produced at Antioch 
does not even mean that the same mint was responsible for both civic and provincial coin (see 
below).  
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Like the silver tetradrachms, the overall anonymity of these coins masks the identity of 
their ultimate issuing authority. The inclusion of the imperial portrait could refer to the issuing 
authority or, like the civic coins, merely celebrate imperial rule.582 The link to Rome and the 
coordination of their initial production leans in favor of an initiative by the imperial government 
to create a standardized currency for the provinces. Then again, as pointed out by Butcher, “the 
SC coinage may be nothing more than an ‘anonymous’ product struck by a mint which was 
successful at marketing its goods to other cities…Cities which regularly acquired coin from 
neighboring sources might prefer a coinage which did not bear the ethnic of another city.”583 
Nothing from the type resolves this question.         
 Some scholars have been tempted to identify the issuing authority based upon the 
projected spheres in which the provincial SC coins would have functioned. For example, 
countermarks of the eastern Roman legions appear more frequently on these coins than any other 
eastern coin, indicating that they served an important role in the currency of the military (see 
Chapter 5). The army, which often received pay in silver, needed smaller change for their day-to-
day activities. Howgego reasons that the central imperial government funded key productions of 
provincial SC coins at Antioch in order to supply eastern legions with such a smaller 
denomination; even if this was not their sole function, he argues that it was certainly the major 
focus. Traveling soldiers could use the provincial SC coin throughout Syria, as it was a more 
widely accepted coin than the civic issues. The dwindling importance of this type in the late 
second and third centuries CE could therefore relate to the “the decreasing degree to which 
bronze coin was struck for the army.”584  
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We should be careful of attributing such indications of use as the original purpose for the 
minting of these coins. Butcher points out that many of the countermarks appear on worn coins, 
which may signify that they were reintroduced as currency.585 This does not speak to why the 
coins were originally minted. Furthermore, no clear link exists between the production of SC 
coins and specific activity of the legions in the East. Instead, an already wide-acceptance of the 
anonymous SC issues in Syria could simply have encouraged their use by the military in addition 
to civic coins also countermarked. Further conclusions await this distribution study. 
 Scholars also suggest that the larger denominations and recognizable forms of the 
provincial SC bronze could have encouraged their use in the collection of customs and other 
state taxes, before their ultimate conversion to greater units of provincial or imperial silver. That 
such a practice existed within the empire is demonstrated by a brief mention within a second-
century CE inscription from Palmyra (OGIS 629), which states that any tax less than a denarius 
can be paid using local bronze. Papyri from Egypt help flesh out how this practice worked. 
There, provincial authorities collected local bronze coins for taxes on property, labor, loans, 
licenses, and fees, but then exacted a surcharge to convert the bronze to silver on these 
payments.586 The possibility exists that tax collection at Antioch and within greater Syria 
happened in a similar fashion. Once again, however, acceptance of this coin for taxes does not 
have to mean the Roman state guaranteed the authority of the provincial coin. Instead, the 
Romans could have drawn upon or manipulated the coin to meet their financial needs.587     
 Finally, we still must consider the likelihood that the provincial SC coins functioned in 
domestic or civic contexts as well, which could have been their primary and original purpose. 
Butcher theorized that city-states could have purchased these bronzes for internal use in civic 
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587 RPC I, p. 13.  
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finance (e.g., local taxation, market finance), much like civic coins, but in a higher 
denomination.588 This could possibly explain the spread of their finds throughout Syria: instead 
of circulating freely as a “provincial coin,” they may have been specially ordered by individual 
cities for internal use. Then again, they could have served as a common unit of exchange among 
multiple Syrian cities.  
 While the evidence of issuing authority from the type and function of these coins is 
ambiguous, the distribution pattern of the coins revealed by this study does recommend 
orchestration by the Roman state. As will be argued in the following chapters, evidence emerges 
supporting the introduction of the provincial SC coin as a standardized Roman provincial 
currency. The level of influence needed to organize such an introduction suggests the authority 
of the Roman state rather than the civic government of Antioch.    
 
Provincial SC Bronze: Significance 
Many assumptions have already been made about how provincial SC coins were used in 
Syria, but does the distribution pattern reinforce this? If their introduction was tied to an 
initiative by the central government, what impact did this have on the currency system of the 
East? What were the limits to this coin’s circulation and do they reflect the provincial boundaries 
known through other historical evidence? What was the importance of this new type to 
individual cities of the region? How did the distribution pattern change over time and space?  
Furthermore, as the coins were produced in Antioch, did they have a special importance within 
the city’s currency or, like the central coin, were they shipped elsewhere for other purposes?    
Like the tetradrachms, these provincial bronze coins occupy a liminal space between 
central and civic coinage. Unlike either the tetradrachms or the civic bronze, however, the 
                                                           
588 Butcher 2004, pp. 145-146, 256-257.  
  126 
provincial SC coins represent an eastern issue that developed completely as a product within the 
newly formed Roman province of Syria. The distribution of these coins therefore has the 
potential of revealing yet another aspect of Roman involvement in the East.   
 
Denominational Links between Civic and Provincial Coinage 
Whatever authority ultimately issued the civic and provincial coins produced at Antioch, 
these categories of coin do appear to have been interrelated in their denominations. The Syrian 
tetradrachm (equal to four drachms) acted as the largest and most frequently used silver 
denomination in the region. It was valued at three or four times the denarius depending on 
whether coins were weighed according to the Rhodian/Antiochene standard (before 59/60 CE) or 
the Attic standard (mostly after 59/60 CE).589 Smaller silver units like the drachm or didrachm 
seem to have been produced far less often, appearing under Nero and Trajan.590 
The civic and provincial bronze units produced at Antioch for use as subdivisions of the 
silver present a greater challenge. Value markers are absent beyond such anomalies like a tiny 
coin under Nero marked with ΧΑΛΚΟΥΣ, a reference to a pre-Roman denominational system. 
Johnston comments, “The very fact that values are rarely marked suggests that those who 
handled the coins knew at once what they were worth. It is indeed obvious even today that within 
each city’s coinage the denominations were differentiated by size and, perhaps above all, by 
type, just as the Hellenistic bronzes had been.”591 The size and weight of the Roman-era coins 
minted at Antioch do suggest a breakdown of a unit, a half unit, 1/3 unit, and 1/4 unit, with the 
possibility of an even tinier 1/6 or 1/8 coin appearing under Nero. The SC provincial bronzes and 
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occasional civic bronzes (e.g., with the legatus’ name) served as the unit and the 1/2 unit, while 
the usual civic bronzes functioned as the smallest units. During the Severan period, Antioch’s 
new hybrid civic coins may have replaced the provincial SC coin as the major bronze unit, acting 
as a multiple of the earlier provincial issue.592  
Whether these units were called obols and chalkoi in a continuance of the Hellenistic 
system or were rendered into Roman base metal denominations of dupondius and assarion is 
open to debate.593 Howgego leans towards complete Romanization of the denominations in the 
Near East, whereas Butcher and McAlee both argue for the coexistence of Greek and Roman 
standards, though differ in the details.594 Whatever the situation, the process of integrating the 
eastern denominational system into that of the Romans took time, and the only definitive 
endpoint for the use of Greek denominations is the third century CE when the minting of Roman 
provincial and civic coins ended in the empire.  
 
Antiochene Coins Not Covered 
 Certain issues from the Antiochene mint beyond the four categories covered above are 
excluded or only dealt with briefly in this study. First, as already mentioned, the monetary 
changes to Syrian coinage during Augustus’ reign entailed the launching of several different 
issues of bronze coinage. In addition to the SC type, Antioch also minted other provincial bronze 
including those with CA and AVGVSTVS in a wreath. Antioch simultaneously produced civic 
issues with the legend ΑΡΧΙΕΡΑΤΙΚΟΝ ΑΝΤΙΟΧΕΙΣ, which may refer to the newly established 
provincial imperial cult at Antioch and/or “Augustus’s acceptance of the title of archiereus” or 
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high priest within the city. These issues were produced only for a short window between 5/4 and 
2/1 BCE.595 I did record these coins where they appeared in the archaeological record, but their 
brief issuing period means they represent a very small and insignificant percentage of this study.  
 I completely excluded a second body of coins that were at first believed to be from 
Antioch and Syria dating to the reigns of Vespasian, Trajan, and Hadrian. The large bulk of these 
coins are orichalcum issues of the provincial SC, which Carradice and Cowell reattributed to 
Rome’s mint based upon three characteristics.596 First is die-axis: Antioch usually mints on a 
twelve o’clock axis, whereas these coins have a six o’clock axis like Rome’s. Second is style: 
these coins are much “finer” in portraiture and lettering than the usual products of Antioch. The 
third characteristic is based upon a chemical analysis of the metallic composition: these coins are 
all orichalcum rather than bronze.  
These issues are part of a much larger group of coins likely minted at Rome for 
circulation in Syria.597 They demonstrate a unique link between the governments at Rome and 
Antioch similar to the civic and provincial coins produced by Antioch for issue elsewhere. 
Tracing out the distribution of Roman-minted provincial SC coins in comparison to those 
produced at Antioch could add new information about their function within the East. However, 
although I have made every effort to record where these coins appear based upon the description 
in excavation and hoard reports, they in no way represent an observable percentage of coin finds. 
It is best to wait for additional publication of their finds before making any conclusions about 
their unique distribution patterns. As such, I have not included these coins in this study. 
 
 
                                                           
595 See RPC I, p. 620; Butcher 2004, pp. 28-29, 323-324; McAlee 2007, p. 49.   
596 Carradice and Cowell 1987, pp. 26-50.  
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The Mint(s) at Antioch 
 A few words must be said about what the mint(s) itself looked like, however vague. The 
definition of “mint” used here is a workshop or factory officially contracted by an issuing 
authority to strike metal according to a specific volume, weight standard, and elements of design 
(e.g., ethnic, portrait, legends).598 These issuing authorities – whether central, provincial, or civic 
– presumably funded production and had some oversight, but were not responsible for the 
internal organization of the mint.599  
Instead, inscriptions related to the mint at Rome mention titles of various workers and 
officials (e.g., signatores, who engraved the coin; malleatores and suppostores, who actually 
struck the coins; a procurator monetae, who ran the mint; other senior financial officers ensuring 
funds and supply).600 Unfortunately, to what degree a similar system operated in the provinces is 
unknown. As Burnett comments, “Our ignorance of mints in the provinces and their organisation 
is almost complete, as there is no independent evidence and the coins themselves rarely reveal 
anything.”601 For what information does exist, the seeming lack of any standardized structure 
within the provinces limits any comparison of officials between mints.602 
 The variety and separate minting histories of imperial, provincial, and civic coins 
produced by the mint at Antioch – both for itself and other authorities – at the very least 
recommends a larger-than-average production. Some scholars have speculated that minting at 
this scale necessitated many subdivisions of a single mint, if not the existence of several mints. 
Examining the evidence in the 1920s, Bouchier imagined:  
                                                           
598 Burnett 1987, p. 21. 
599 Butcher 2004, p. 17-21. 
600 Carson 1956, pp. 232-233; Burnett 1987, pp. 24-32. 
601 Burnett 1987, pp. 29-30. See also Millar 2006, p. 121.  
602 Burnett 1987, p. 32. The workshops of Asia Minor have been studied heavily (see Kraft 1972; Howgego 1985, 
pp. 85-92), but great differences in what coin circulated prevents any easy comparison to Syria. See also the 
overview of minting in the ancient world by Howgego 1995, pp. 24-38. The second century BCE inscription from 
Sestos does discuss the appointment of a citzen to oversee coin production (see Meadows 2001, p. 59). 
  130 
“Antioch possessed three mints, or three departments of the mint – namely, (a) a mint for 
issuing silver and billon tetradrachms under joint control of the municipal and imperial 
authorities; (b) a mint for bronze under municipal control; this was dominated at times by 
the Legatus, but ultimately became autonomous; (c) a provincial mint for bronze acting 
permissu Senatus…. At certain periods…we find an imperial mint for gold and silver 
operating quite irrespective of the municipal or provincial mints.”603 
 
McAlee came to a similar conclusion about at least the regional coin and divided bronze and 
silver production into at least two “independent branches of the same mint,” if not two 
completely separate mints.604  
McAlee further argued that whatever the number of mints, numeral-letters appearing on 
both the silver and bronze coins of Antioch reveals a number of officinae – workshops or 
subdivisions of a single mint.605 According to MacDowall, “the purpose of any officina system 
was clearly to divide the work at the mint between a number of responsible division of 
manageable proportions, and to exercise a degree of administrative control over the coins 
produced by different divisions.”606 Officina marks on third-century CE antoniniani produced at 
Antioch do testify to the presence of such a system at the city’s mint at a later date, but the 
evidence for the earlier period is still too weak.607 In any case, stylistic similarities among 
Antiochene coins of different types and metal argue for a great deal of overlap among 
mintworkers, whatever form this took.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
603 Bouchier 1921, pp. 316-317. 
604 McAlee 2007, p. 15.  
605 McAlee 2007, pp. 8-14.  
606 MacDowall 1978, pp. 33-34.  
607 McAlee 2007, pp. 8-9. See Butcher 2004, pp. 236-237; Fulford 1978, p. 88.  
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Chapter 4: Methodology 
 As a dataset for reconstructing antiquity, ancient coin finds represent a minefield of 
methodological problems and pitfalls. The data presented by coins often fails to live up to 
Sutherland’s claims as “abundant, concise, essentially practical, and easily assimilated.”608 Far 
too little is known about the processes governing their ancient production, circulation, and loss, 
and the effect this “life cycle” has on the formation of the historical assemblage. Subsequent 
archaeological circumstances regularly lead to a maddening body of disjointed or 
disproportionate finds. Publication of coin finds ranges in detail and analysis. Numismatists 
routinely disagree on the best methods of study and at times push the evidence too far with 
opaque calculations and questionable techniques.609 Considering these complications, it is not 
always clear to the uninitiated historian how to even begin studying ancient coins.  
For the purposes of this dissertation, two major methodological concerns must be 
considered in using numismatic data: defining coins as a historical source and identifying the 
best practices for handling them as a dataset.610 Defining the character of numismatic data is 
necessary in order to avoid demanding information that coins are ill suited or unable to provide. 
Like any other textual or archaeological dataset, an assemblage of coins did not develop within a 
vacuum. We must therefore ask what processes led to the formation of a coin dataset, what is 
meant by coin finds, and to what extent finds relate to the ancient use and significance of a 
particular coin. As all coins do not equally survive the vagaries of time, we must also decide 
what criteria qualify a coin as a reliable piece of historical evidence and what collections and 
publications of coin finds meet this standard.  
                                                           
608 Sutherland 1940, p. 65. He gears his comments towards iconography, but the principle remains the same.   
609 Peacock 1982, p. 174, complains about the same problem in using pottery as historical evidence.  
610 See Reece 1993b, p. 344.  
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Having defined what coins can be studied, we must then identify best practices for 
analyzing them as a dataset. Coin finds have multiple facets available for analysis including 
metal, issuing authority, iconographical type, date of issue, date of burial, find spot location, and 
the size of the assemblage in which they were discovered. Considering the wealth of information 
that can be derived, how can we best organize large quantities of it? What techniques will help to 
cut through the noise of vast amounts of data and help identify patterns? More specifically, how 
can geographical and temporal patterns in the coin data be visualized, especially taking new 
technologies into consideration? Finally, what numerical techniques provide the soundest and 
most straightforward detailed analysis of the material?  
 Addressing each of these questions in detail is important for any numismatic study, but 
particularly for the material from the Near East. Many of the generally accepted methodologies 
for ancient coin finds originate from Britain, an area of the ancient Roman Empire which is 
unique in the quantity, comprehensive coverage, and publication of numismatic records.611 The 
coin evidence from Syria and the Near East is woefully lacking in comparison. The problems 
present in any coin dataset are exacerbated by uneven excavation and publication, political 
unrest, rampant site looting, lack of funding for local museums, and economic conditions 
encouraging market sales without coin provenience. This disparity means that certain 
methodologies will have to be adapted in order to handle the evidence from the East 
appropriately. No perfect answer exists to any of the questions posed above. All the same, 
making plain the strengths and weaknesses inherent to each solution moves us closer to a reliable 
method for handling such a complex body of evidence.   
 My dataset of c. 85,000 coins comes from 75 excavations and 120+ hoards (i.e., deposits 
of more than one coin) found throughout the Mediterranean. It includes both local and foreign 
                                                           
611 Compare with Ryan 1988, p. 264.  
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issues recovered from excavation at Antioch as well as coins originally minted at Antioch and 
found elsewhere. With the exception of hoards – which I recorded in their entirety – I only 
counted coins minted from the time of Antiochus III (223 BCE) to Honorius (423 CE) in order to 
provide a context for the material from the Roman imperial period (30 BCE through 235 CE). 
Coins identifiable by date, find spot, and origin are charted within Google Earth and then 
examined through proportions within their original assemblages. Where possible, I factored in 
influences from the coin’s entire life cycle on the archaeological record and not just the 
discernible facts of where a coin was minted and where it was finally found. Lastly, patterns 
revealed by the distribution of coins are balanced by other historical testimony related to 
particular sites and whole regions.  
The individual decisions I made for gathering, recording, and analyzing coin finds were 
shaped by my end goal: to use quantifiable ancient evidence to map changes to Antioch after 
Roman annexation. My aim is to identify patterns in the data, even if statistically unimpeachable 
data is not yet attainable.612 As with any ancient evidence – archaeological or literary – we must 
recognize inherent biases while making the best of the available evidence.613 The methodology 
outlined here should be understood as a start into unlocking a complicated and understudied 
region and time period.  
 
What Processes Lead to the Formation of a Coin Dataset?  
The majority of methodological problems encountered when applying coins as historical 
data extend from the ancient and modern processes leading to the formation of this dataset. 
                                                           
612 See Howgego 1992, pp. 2-4; Christiansen 2004, p. 22. Ryan 1988: “Of course, the isolation of a statistically 
significant phenomenon is no proof that the observed pattern is not a chance occurrence. Equally, a lack of statistical 
significance need not mean that a pattern does not result from meaningful past action” (p. 14).  
613 See Kemmers 2006, p. 15.  
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These processes are best examined according to the four main stages of a coin’s life cycle: 
production, circulation, loss, and recovery.614 It is impossible to know what exactly happens to 
individual coins within each stage or fully counter the effect each might have on the data 
available to study, but the taphonomy of coins must still be considered to avoid an inappropriate 
application of the evidence. Once again, the coins are not a perfect statistical sample drawn from 
the ancient world, but the remnants of an artifact class shaped by imprecise behaviors. The 
following sections therefore go through this life cycle, the “remedies” posited by scholars for the 
skews of every stage, and the general approach assumed within this project in response to the 
coins considered here.   
 
Life Cycle Stage One: Coin Production 
The first stage in a coin’s life cycle is its production at a mint. Ancient mints never 
produced at a constant rate or quantity, but rather according to the requirements of the issuing 
authority. Outside factors such as political events and economic circumstances could also wield 
an influence and at times resulted in vastly different outputs of coin from issue to issue.615 The 
obvious impact of this stage on the coin record is that how many coins was minted for each issue 
could affect how many coins were available for loss and ultimately recovery. As Casey assumes, 
“Clearly a period of high coin output will leave more evidence, in the forms of its products, than 
a low output period.”616 However, with so little known about mints in the ancient world, we have 
no direct evidence for how much coin was produced at a time (see Chapter 3). 
                                                           
614 See Butcher 1988b, p. 23; Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 23-36; Harl 1996, pp. 242-246. See also Walton 2011, pp. 55-
62, who divided the last two stages into further subcategories influencing the data available for study: coin 
loss/deposit, coin activity in the ground, coins recovered, and coins recorded. For a similar discussion on the 
formation of the ceramic record, see Peña 2007. 
615 Casey 1986, pp. 72-73.  
616 Casey 1986, p. 70. The problem with some of Casey’s methods in rectifying this discrepancy is dealt with below 
(see “AACL”).   
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This has not stopped scholars from devising various methods to extrapolate this 
information from surviving coin finds. The most common approach is to estimate the relative 
ancient output from a die study. This method counts the number of different dies among 
surviving coins of a single issue and then multiplies that number by the average amount of coins 
believed to be made from each die. The validity of this approach is heavily debated within 
current scholarship. Some scholars instead prefer estimating production size through the relative 
proportions of coin issues in hoards (see Chapter 1).617  
Too many obstacles exist to use either method in the study undertaken here. Die studies 
for both bronze and silver coinage are generally lacking for Roman Antioch and the wider region 
of Syria.618 Die studies that have been published are beyond the chronological focus of this study 
or produce results too questionable to be helpful.619 McAlee, for instance, attempted a rough 
estimate of silver production at Antioch through hoard evidence, but admitted to not using 
reliable statistical methods to produce his results.620  
Potentially more useful is Butcher’s third option of a weighted count based upon the issue 
date of extant bronze coins in museum collections and excavation reports. Butcher proposed such 
a count can point to relative peaks and dips in minting.621 He compared Antiochene provincial 
SC issues in the Antakya museum, which gathers material from the Hatay province in northern 
Syria, with Waage’s original Princeton excavation report. His study suggested peaks in bronze 
                                                           
617 As summarized by Howgego 1992, p. 2, but see also Esty 1986; Duncan-Jones 1999; Callataÿ 2011; Hoover 
2007, pp. 282-284. See also the criticisms of Buttrey 1993, 1994, 2011; Evans 2006, p. 25. On the use of coin 
hoards, see the qualified approval of Christiansen 2004, p. 22.  
618 See Butcher 2004, pp. 134-137 and McAlee 2007, pp. 22-23.  
619 Butcher 2004, pp. 136-137, attempted a rough bronze die study for issues from Philip to Valerian, but noticed 
problems in the correlation between the proportions produced by his study in comparison to actual finds. Hoover 
2007, p. 283, estimated the fluxes in production for the late Seleucid kingdom at Antioch, but stresses the 
“hypothetical” nature of the work. Bland 1991, p. 230, did calculate production for the Antiochene issues under 
Gordian III. See Harl 1996, pp. 138-139. 
620 McAlee 2007, p. 32, n. 149. 
621 In his study, large denominations of bronze coin were counted as one whole unit, whereas smaller bronze 
denominations were recorded as half a unit. Katsari 2011, takes a somewhat similar approach.    
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production at Antioch during the reigns of Claudius, Trajan, Antoninus Pius, Marcus Aurelius, 
and Lucius Verus. This correlated well to his “general impression” of high production for other 
northern Syrian cities during the later second and third centuries CE.622 As reasonable as this 
impression might be, it still cannot estimate the original or relative size of production at the 
Antiochene mint.623 For this stage in the life cycle of a coin, it is best to admit its potential effect 
on the quantity of coins recovered, but be cautious of going any further until better information 
becomes available.  
 
Life Cycle Stage Two: Coin Circulation  
 After production, the next stage in a coin’s life cycle is its circulation as currency. A coin 
could be carried into circulation through different agents such as state officials, private 
individuals, or merchants, depending on how the coin was intended to be used. Scholars have 
developed different models to understand this process and the factors which then caused these 
coins to change hands from one party to another (e.g., taxes, military pay, commerce, ritual 
activity).624 The functions of specifically Antiochene-minted coin were discussed in Chapter 3, 
but the general intention and use of imperial, provincial, and civic coin described apply to all 
coins of the Roman world.  
 The methodological concern is not how a coin functioned, but how long it continued to 
circulate as currency before falling out of circulation. Collis argues that the coins circulating 
“will naturally be biased towards those recently issued, whereas earlier coins, though still 
circulating, will be rarer due to coins being lost or withdrawn. On the other hand coins most 
                                                           
622 Butcher 2004, pp. 134-142.  
623 For a full criticism of this approach, see Howgego 1992, pp. 3-4. 
624 See the models described by Kemmers 2009, pp. 139-140, 153-156; Howgego 1995, pp. 91-95; Burnett 1987, p. 
94; Beliën 2009, p. 71.  
  137 
recently minted will also be rare, as they are not yet in full circulation.”625 In reality, a host of 
factors influenced a coin’s longevity. Some coins could remain in circulation for even as long as 
several centuries after production by virtue of their metal, denomination, or issuing authority.626 
An older coin could be reissued after its original circulation through the application of a 
countermark.627 A coin could be taken out of circulation prematurely through demonetization, 
whereby a coin was officially devalued and then withdrawn for re-melting or discarded.628 A 
coin could travel outside its territory of circulation, possibly rendering it valueless and causing it 
to be cast aside.629  
 This inconsistency in circulation longevity presents a formidable challenge to distribution 
studies like the current project, which focuses on the evolution of historical patterns. Coins are so 
useful partially because they are datable artifacts, oftentimes to a particular year of issue. 
Because of residuality, reissue, and demonetization, a danger exists in too closely associating the 
date of a coin’s issue to when that coin circulated at a particular site. For example, just because a 
coin dates to the beginning of the second century CE does not mean it did not still circulate at a 
site decades later until it fell out of circulation. Its use at a location may have more to do with 
political circumstances at this later date rather than those around the date of the coin’s issue.   
 In order to determine how long a coin circulated, Casey proposed exploring three 
resources: documentary sources, stratigraphic context, and hoard evidence. The first two supply 
                                                           
625 Collis 1974, p. 178. Collis based this upon a study of penny production between 1860 and 1960. See also Cole 
1976. 
626 Casey 1986, p. 105; Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 24, 27-31; Katsari 2011, pp. 22-23; Lockyear 2007, pp. 218-219. 
“Residuality” also refers to when “old and obsolete coins occur in later [stratigraphical] contexts” (Butcher 2001-
2002, p. 24).     
627 Howgego 1985, pp. 4-14. 
628 Burnett 1987, p. 33; Butcher 2004, pp. 150-151. For other problems of demonetization on the archaeological 
record, see below.  
629 Butcher 2001-2002, p. 40.  
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little help in the current project.630 Documentary sources, such as mint records, do not exist for 
Syria and most of the Roman world. The stratigraphic context of coin finds – to gauge which 
coin issues potentially circulated together – is almost as rare. Even though more recent 
scholarship advocates for publishing the information, very few archaeological publications from 
the East provide this information including Waage’s report of the finds from Antioch.631 In any 
case, subsequent activity on site can easily disturb a coin from its original stratum, which 
somewhat tempers the reliability of stratigraphic context as an indicator of circulation patterns.632 
However, where possible, I have included this information.  
 Casey’s third resource of hoard evidence “can be examined in order to establish the range 
of coins available for incorporation in them up to the date of the closure of the individual 
hoard.”633 Although not possible in every case (see below), Butcher studied hoard data in 
conjunction with countermark evidence to extrapolate the longevity of Syrian issues of both 
bronze and silver. He identified specific watershed moments after which previous issues would 
immediately or gradually disappear from circulation. The rate depended on whether the 
withdrawal was governmentally enforced or more natural according to Gresham’s Law. For 
silver, the first withdrawal followed Nero’s reform, though Butcher estimates it might have taken 
up until Trajan’s rule for early first century tetradrachms to leave circulation. The second 
withdrawal occurred at the outset of the Severan period with the debasement of silver content. 
The longevity of bronze coin circulation proved more difficult to appraise due to the fact that few 
                                                           
630 Casey 1986, pp. 105-108. Casey dismisses coin wear studies, because of the wide variety of results they produce 
(p. 106). See, for instance, Duncan-Jones 1994, pp. 180-212.  
631 Exceptions include the volumes on Jebel Khalid (Nixon 2002) and Caesarea Maritima (Evans 2006). For an 
excellent application of this data to the problem of residuality, see Kemmers 2006, pp. 24-25.   
632 See Beliën 2009, p. 74; Casey 1986, pp. 74-79; Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 24, 28-29; Ryan 1988, p. 29. In contrast, 
see the 2007 colloquium proceedings in Kaenel and Kemmers 2009. Kemmers 2006, pp. 23-28, was able to control 
the collection of material on her site in her study of Augustan coin use and loss and could therefore study 
specifically coins within Augustan features and stratigraphy.  
633 Casey 1986, pp. 105-106. See the cautions of Aperghis 2004, pp. 226-227. 
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hoards before the third century CE have been recorded. The meager evidence suggests a general 
pattern of first century coins disappearing from the circulating currency pool by the reign of 
Trajan and second-century material absent from hoards of the third century CE.634  
 These possible watershed moments provide an important, albeit “elementary” context for 
understanding the coin material of this distribution study.635 The breadth of the chronological 
periods of circulation identified by Butcher means that the coin data must be studied according to 
similarly broad chronological periods. Equally important is the inclusion of as much coin data as 
possible to make sure that the pattern of a single coin list can be understood in a wider context of 
whole assemblages and regional patterns (see below).636 While such an approach may not 
counter all issues of residuality and demonetization, it does keep the scope broad enough to 
account for some of the effect this stage in a coin’s life cycle might have on the dataset.      
 
Life Cycle Stage Three: Coin Loss 
 At some point during circulation, the coin would finally become “lost.”637 A coin reached 
this stage through either intentional or unintentional deposition by the owner.638 For example, an 
ancient person might ritually deposit a coin at a temple or bury a stash of coins during a moment 
of crisis and subsequently fail to recover it. As mentioned above, a person might discard a coin 
after it had lost its value through demonetization. In contrast, a coin might accidentally fall out of 
a bag or hand and not be recovered. Whether lost, discarded, or deposited, the problem at this 
stage in a coin’s life cycle is how the loss of a coin affects the sample pulled out of the ground. 
                                                           
634 Butcher 2004, pp. 180-190.   
635 See the more cautious remarks in Butcher 2001-2002, p. 28. 
636 Duncan 1993, p. 1; Aperghis 2004, pp. 226-227.  
637 Reece 1993b, p. 344. 
638 See Butcher 2001-2002, p. 31; Kemmers 2006, pp. 136-141.  
  140 
In other words, a distribution study depends on the correlation between what coins are found and 
what originally circulated, but does this life cycle stage distort the relationship?    
Archaeological finds suggest that it can. Loose coins gathered through excavation are 
normally attributed to loss during day-to-day activity.639 They are also almost predominately of 
low value in bronze and other base metals. For example, for the time period studied by this 
project, only 1% of a total 5,522 coin finds from the Princeton excavation at Antioch are 
silver.640 A similar situation can be seen at Athens where 1.3% of a total 13,924 coin finds were 
silver.641 As smaller coins of low value, base metal pieces are not only harder to see when 
dropped, but also are not always worth the effort of recovery.642 Higher-valued silver did prompt 
searching, leading to far fewer of these succumbing to a “casual” loss. The abundance of bronze 
among coin finds therefore does not mean that silver was not circulating, but rather that it was 
not lost quite as frequently as bronze through day-to-day activity.643   
Quite in contrast, hoards are often intentional deposits meant to be recovered later, 
whether an attempt to hide one’s money in an emergency or gradually adding to one’s savings. 
This type of loss was meant to safeguard money and often resulted in hoards of selected precious 
metal coins like silver and gold. These coins were chosen for their value, which often excluded 
bronze coins. This means that hoards also do not inevitably provide a full picture of what was 
circulating at any one moment, but can lean towards certain types and metals.644    
                                                           
639 Katsari 2011, p. 19. Site finds are not always accidental losses; see Newton 2006, p. 213.  
640 See Butcher 2004, p. 150.  
641 Waage 1952; Kroll 1993; Thompson 1954.  
642 Newton 2006, found that size and denomination did have an effect on coin finds, but not significantly so. 
643 Reece 1993b, pp. 341-342; Casey 1986, pp. 69-72; Katsari 2011, pp. 20-21; Harl 1996, p. 16; Butcher 2001-
2002, p. 32.   
644 Casey 1986, pp. 55-57; Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 27, 35-36; Christiansen 2004, pp. 14-17; Harl 1996, p. 14; 
Katsari 2011, pp. 13-14, 18-19; Newton 2006, p. 213; Kemmers 2006, pp. 132-131-136. Of course, certain bronze 
coins were commonly hoarded as well, such as Byzantine folles. Butcher 2001-2002, p. 35, explains this by a great 
social value being attributed to them: “Some kinds of money had a more universal value than other kinds of money, 
and thus some kinds of money were more suitable for long term storage of wealth.” 
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With either kind of deposit, the type of loss is determined by the value of a coin rather 
than being a truly random sample of what was available for loss from the circulating body of 
currency. Although a case has been made that a relationship still exists between what coins were 
available for loss and what coins are found (see below), it is important to keep in mind the 
ancient behaviors leading to coin loss and how this shapes the archaeological record.645 This 
means paying attention to the kind of coin find (single find vs. hoard) and the ancient activity 
governing the archaeological site (ritual, commercial, domestic, military), even if it is impossible 
to recover the exact “social processes” leading to a coin’s deposition.646 Unless every coin is 
studied according to its unique context, it also necessitates examining whole assemblages to help 
average out the idiosyncrasies of a single find.647 
 
Life Cycle Stage Four: Coin Recovery 
 Whereas the above circumstances all result from ancient people’s behaviors, how a coin 
was recovered in the modern world can also have a substantial influence on a dataset.648 The 
ideal situation for any distribution study aimed at reconstructing ancient circulation patterns 
would be the recovery of all coins “lost.” Casey writes, “To make sense of a site in overall terms 
all of the coins associated with the site must be considered…; the means every coin found in 
excavation, no matter what its context, and every other coin ever found on the site… in order to 
minimise bias every coin must be subjected to the closest study.”649  
                                                           
645 See Reece 1993b, p. 343; Ryan 1988, p. 32-37; Guest 2012, p. 117.  
646 Butcher 2001-2002, p. 36. See Reece 1993b, pp. 344-346; Casey 1986, pp. 81-82.  
647 See Casey 1986, p. 78, who argued that “the overall distribution of coins through time gives a good general view 
of activity on the site,” even though exceptions will occur.  
648 Ryan 1988, pp. 29-31.  
649 Casey 1986, p. 87. See Kemmers 2006, pp. 14-15.  
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The reality is that most sites are never completely excavated.650 For example, the 
Princeton excavation of ancient Antioch was already constricted by the modern town overtop, 
but the discovery of the first mosaics led to even more haphazard excavation in the hopes of 
finding more.651 Archaeological techniques and goals also differ from site to site, potentially 
impacting how many coins are recovered.652 The majority of hoards are not even uncovered 
through systematic excavation, but are “accidentally” found and often sold with little to no 
information about their original context.653 The result is that the recovered coin dataset may 
reflect the research or commercial interests of the modern finder rather than the body originally 
lost.   
 Careful selection of coin lists helps to counter the effect of modern recovery practices in 
a distribution study. For example, keeping to reliable publications, collections, and official 
excavation reports, as well as paying attention to larger regional patterns may minimize any 
disruption of this life cycle stage to the dataset. As Reece argues, “If an excavation is well-
conducted the resulting list of coins found is often close to a list of the coins accidentally lost and 
not recovered, or discarded, on that site when it was occupied.”654 As the Roman east is 
unfortunately limited in the amount of systematic excavation, we are at times restricted to what 
coin information is available (see below). This corpus examined here will have to be 
provisionally treated as an adequate sample with the expectation that future finds will revise 
these results.  
 
 
                                                           
650 Wigg-Wolf 2009, pp. 111, 122-123; Newton 2006, p. 213; Duncan 1993, p. 2.   
651 Downey 1961, p. 28.  
652 Reece 1993b, pp. 344-345; Wheatley and Gillings 2002, pp. 84-86.  
653 Katsari 2011, p. 17; Christiansen 2004, pp. 17-18.   
654 Reece 1993b, pp. 341-342.  
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Summary 
 The general response of this project to the taphonomy of a coin’s life cycle may be 
summarized as follows. First, we cannot know or even reasonably estimate the original output of 
the eastern mints, so arguments based completely upon issue size must be avoided. Second, 
longevity of coin circulation can vary widely and the issuing date of a coin only tells us the start 
of this circulation. The estimates by Butcher for Antiochene coin circulation during the Roman 
imperial period suggest that earlier issues disappeared from circulation at two points: around the 
reign of Trajan and in the Severan period. Accounting for this means keeping chronological 
periods broad, while paying attention to smaller fluxes in the data suggesting longer circulation. 
Third, a coin assemblage may skew to a specific metal or type depending upon the kind of coin 
loss and what activity occurred in that location. These behaviors must be factored into analysis 
by keeping deposits as separate as possible and noting the historical context of a deposit. Fourth, 
the influence of modern recovery on the coin record means we should preference reliable 
publications (defined below) and compare and contrast collections against one another. Finally, 
assembling a mass of coin finds helps to smooth out the effects that unique circumstances in any 
single life cycle stage might have on the dataset.  
 
How Do We Define Coin Finds?  
 Having accounted for the impact of a coin’s life cycle on the dataset, we need to define 
what material from this long process is actually available for historical study. Although often 
obscured in the minutiae of numismatic studies, the data are made up of coin finds: coins 
recovered from the archaeological record. These coins might have been found through 
systematic excavation or by accident, as a single find or within a larger hoard. Whatever the 
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means of their recovery, these coins represent an unknown fraction of what was originally lost to 
the archaeological record.655 This in turn is a fraction of what originally circulated in the ancient 
world. How many coins circulated is tied to the amount originally minted by the issuing 
authority. No method yet exists for precisely determining how many coins are lost at each stage 
in this breakdown or for calculating original bodies of coins.656 Although this project is 
ultimately concerned with the circulation of coin, like most numismatic projects, it actually 
studies the distribution of coin finds. Consequently, we should be wary about projects that too 
easily blur the distinction between observable and inferred data.657  
 Nevertheless, several previous studies recommend that some relationship does exist 
between what coins have been found, what coins were lost, and what coins were available for 
loss.658 With few exceptions, strikingly similar assemblages of coin finds throughout Great 
Britain have led Reece and Casey to hypothesize that the common factor at these sites is the 
body of coins once supplied and circulating within the whole province.659 A more recent 
statistical analysis of modern, low-value coin finds along the streets of northeast England by 
Newton found a strong correlation between what he picked up and what was currently in 
circulation.660 Newton was greatly advantaged by modern records and controls over the original 
body in circulation; he also did not consider modern paper currency in higher values. However, 
if an analogy can be made to the ancient world without such records, then we should more 
                                                           
655 Casey 1986, p. 84, estimates a recovery of only 0.003 percent of the original body of Roman coin.  
656 Orton 2000, pp. 48-50; Reece 1993b, p. 343; Ryan 1988, pp. 32-37; Guest 2012, p. 117; see the cautions of 
Howgego (1992), pp. 3-4, about over-interpreting coin finds.  
657 For an excellent discussion of observable data vs. unobservable data in regards to coin finds, see Collis 1974, pp. 
174-178. Despite the best efforts of Peter Guest, he quickly turns from his coin finds to “coin loss” and coin supply. 
See Guest 2012. 
658 For a survey of studies assuming this correlation, see Newton 2006, pp. 214-215.  
659 See Casey 1986, pp. 68-113; Reece 1993b, pp. 341-343; Reece 1993a, p. 863: “the coins found on any site in a 
region will reflect first the coin supply to that region, and only secondly, and less strongly, the coin loss on the 
individual site.” See also Lockyear 2000, p. 397.  
660 Newton 2006, pp. 211-227. 
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confidently consider coin finds as qualified representatives of general patterns of ancient 
circulation. These studies still insist on qualifying the data as above, but allow us to more 
securely make the leap between coin finds and general patterns of ancient circulation.661   
 
What Criteria Qualify a Coin Find as a Reliable Piece of Historical Evidence? 
 Despite this link, not all coin finds are equally reliable as historical evidence. The 
immediate challenge to using coin finds is the lack of quality control over the condition of each 
piece recovered from the archaeological record. Coins – as an active part of day-to-day life – 
often wore through use and circulation before being discarded or lost. Even if in mint condition 
when lost, years encased in dirt render many coins illegible or only partially legible even after 
cleaning.662 This means that not every coin will contain sufficient information to be useful to this 
project and some selection has to occur.  
I included a coin in this study if it could meet the following criteria. First, because this 
project depends on coins as representatives of political entities, the coin must be identifiable by 
mint of origin and/or issuing authority. This includes both the coins produced at Antioch and the 
foreign coin entering the city’s boundaries. Coins of nations without a certain mint (e.g., Jewish 
coins) were assigned to a province (e.g., Southern Levant). Some coin lists periodically classified 
coins with multiple possible origins (e.g., “Apamea (or Antioch?)”).663 Rather than dispense with 
this material, such coins were broadly classified under a provincial designation (e.g., Syria). 
                                                           
661 Butcher 2004, p. 151. See also Christiansen 2004, p. 22.   
662 See A. S. Walker 1997, p. 24; Butcher 2001-2002, p. 24; Casey 1986, p. 88; Katsari 2011, p. 21.   
663 See Waage 1952, no. 93.  
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Where possible, I updated mint attributions based upon current scholarship, but I acknowledge 
that some coin identifications may still need revision as better die studies become available.664  
As this project examines distribution patterns, a coin must also have an identifiable find 
spot. This find spot would ideally be a specific geographical location such as an excavation site 
(e.g., Antioch). Even so, at times the available information only provides a province or country 
(e.g., Syria). This is especially a problem with hoards from the East, which often appear on the 
market and are not as trustworthy as excavation finds (see below). Vaguely attributed coins such 
as these must carry less weight in this study than coins with a specific find spot, but I include 
them to create a more complete geographical picture. Of course, as discussed earlier, find spot 
does not necessarily indicate a coin circulated there, which is why larger patterns of coin 
distribution are examined.665   
Identifying a coin by specific stratigraphic find spot does not play a major role in this 
project. As mentioned above, even if helpful for individual site formation and function, this 
information is often missing from coin reports. A few notable publications from the East do 
include coin stratigraphy, but focusing on this aspect would omit the vast majority of coin lists 
which do not.666 Furthermore, this level of detail may not even be appropriate for the type of 
study undertaken here. The goal of this project is to compare large-scale regional patterns of 
whole coin assemblages (see below). While the unique development of single sites is considered 
                                                           
664 Butcher 2004, and McAlee 2007, were especially helpful for updating the original catalog of coin finds by 
Waage. For example, Waage’s attribution of specific coins of Trajan to Antioch should have been attributed to the 
mint at Rome. Other changes were made to the Cleopatra and Marc Antony coins (from an uncertain mint) or the 
“Commagene dupondii” which should be attributed to Rome. See Butcher 2004, pp. 138-139 especially.  
665 Butcher 2001-2002, p. 40.  
666 Exceptions include the volumes on Jebel Khalid (Nixon 2002), Berytus (Butcher 2001-2002), and Caesarea 
Maritima (Evans 2006).  
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in the final analysis, the immediate context of individual features is less important within this 
macro picture.667 
As this study examines patterns of change over time, the coin also needs to be datable. 
Earlier versions of this study focused on small time divisions (e.g., the reign of a single 
emperor), but because of the problems of residuality outlined above and the rough state of many 
of the archaeological finds, I ultimately opted to include coins if they could be dated at least to 
the three major chronological periods and the two transitional periods: 
  1. Late Seleucid (223 BCE to 91 BCE)  
2. Transition from Seleucid to Roman rule (90 BCE through the Civil Wars (c. 31 
BCE)) 
 
3. Roman Imperial Period (Augustus (c. 30 BCE) through Alexander Severus 
(235 CE)), with subdivisions by dynastic family  
 
4. Later Third Century CE (236 CE-283 CE)  
5. Late Antiquity (Diocletian (284 CE) to Honorius (423 CE))  
The primary objective remained to date each coin with as much specificity as possible, especially 
for the chronological subdivisions of the Roman imperial period (see the chronological 
refinement below). However, wider time periods allowed inclusion of somewhat poorly dated 
coins into this study, which in turn created a fuller dataset.  
It is equally important that coin finds be part of a larger coin assemblage (i.e., within the 
context of other coins from a site or hoard), not a single stray find. The end goal of this project is 
to quantify changes in Antioch’s relationships through the penetration of its coin. This is only 
possible when the quantity of one coin type, issue, or authority can be compared to other coins 
present at that location. In other words, this study depends upon proportions, which a single find 
                                                           
667 See Wigg-Wolf 2009, pp. 109-125.  
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cannot provide.668 Furthermore, an assemblage of coins can help even out the unique life cycle of 
an individual coin (see above).669  
The quantity of coins that should constitute an assemblage is a matter of debate. Collis 
considered the threshold point – “when new discoveries do not substantially alter the pattern 
already established” – to be 1,500 coins.670 Casey’s calculations demanded at least 200 coins per 
assemblage, whereas Walton applied her statistical analysis only to assemblages of over 100 
coins.671 Katsari and Wigg-Wolf both argued for the representative qualities of at least twenty 
finds, though Wigg-Wolf insisted these coins must be found randomly.672 Hobley’s criteria 
demanded at least twenty coins for a single emperor, reasoning that “one coin would be 5% of 
the total” and any higher percentage “of the coin total for one reign from a site the chance 
discovery of one coin could significantly affect the coin pattern of the site.” He further argued 
that “few sites can muster more than 20 coins for an individual emperor for the second century; 
if the ‘cut off’ had been higher even fewer sites would have been included.”673 Duncan-Jones set 
his minimum at 50 coins per emperor, but limited himself to only examining coin hoards, which 
tend towards these higher numbers.674  
My initial goal was to find the largest assemblages possible with a minimum of at least 
100 total coins finds for each location.675 The paucity of information for the East nevertheless 
meant including a few far smaller assemblages of at least twenty coins, in order to give the 
fullest picture of coin distribution.676 We must be careful not to ascribe too much weight to these 
                                                           
668 See Howgego 1995, pp. 89, 106-107; Howgego 1992, p. 4.   
669 See Reece 1993b, pp. 341-342.  
670 Collis 1974, p. 176.  
671 Casey 1986, p. 89; Walton 2011, p. 50.  
672 Katsari 2011, pp. 26-27; Wigg-Wolf 2009, p. 116.  
673 Hobley 1998, p. 1.  
674 Duncan-Jones 1999, pp. 64-65. 
675 Over forty excavation reports included here had coin assemblages totaling more than 200 coins.  
676 See Katsari 2011, p. 25.  
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individual assemblages, as the addition or subtraction of only a few coin finds can yield vastly 
different proportions.677 However, even these coin assemblages can be added together to help 
estimate a regional average.678 The numerical techniques applied to this data are discussed later 
in this chapter.  
Finally, the attributes above provided sufficient criteria as a whole for coin finds, but 
wherever possible, I also sought out coins identifiable by metal and type. Scholars have long 
suggested that the material of a coin – silver or bronze – can affect the span of a coin’s 
circulation (see Chapter 1). Likewise, the type of a coin – central, provincial, or municipal – 
could equally restrain or expand the movement of currency (see Chapter 3). It is not always 
necessary to describe all coin finds according to these two attributes, but noting these details can 
help to better define the presence of a find. 
It should be clear from these criteria that every effort was made to include as much 
information as possible, but a few caveats should be added. First, not every coin could be saved; 
illegible or coins of uncertain origins were not included with the assumption “that the legible 
sample of coins is a random one” or at least as representative of a site as is currently possible.679 
Second, without explicit numismatic or archaeological training, most historians will have to rely 
on the expertise of other scholars in identifying these coins. Such a “secondary investigation” is 
based upon the best evidence presently available, but has to be open for revision with the 
discovery of further data.680  
 
 
                                                           
677 See Esty 2005, p. 177: “Do not use small samples to make estimates or draw unjustified conclusions by assuming 
that large-sample formulas and methods will give valid results for small samples.” 
678 Newton 2006, p. 221.  
679 Katsari 2011, p. 21.  
680 Ryan 1988, pp. 24-25; Connolly and Lake 2006, p. 77.   
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Summary 
 To summarize the criteria applied to the coin finds included in this project, a single coin 
must be identifiable by mint and/or issuing authority and datable to at least the five major time 
periods. The subcategories of material and type were desirable, if not always attainable, 
attributes to be noted. I strove to include coins with as specific of information as possible, but 
broader designations and categories allowed for the inclusion of more data. All coins must be 
part of an assemblage. I preferred over 100 coins per group, but permitted smaller collections of 
at least 20 coins.     
 
What Collections and Publications Meet the Criteria for Coin Finds? 
 With these criteria for coin finds in mind, we must next consider what collections and 
publications fulfill these requirements. Not only do the contexts in which coins are recovered 
differ (e.g., hoard, find picked up through survey, find from excavation), the modern collections 
and publications of which they eventually become a part differ as well. These options include 
excavation reports, hoard lists, archival and state documents, private collections, and auction and 
museum catalogs. Such a variety has led scholars to debate which source presents the best data 
for a coin study. Some cautiously use coin hoards, whereas others opt not to include them at 
all.681 Still another group believes that stray coins found through survey or metal detecting 
provide a better snapshot of coins in circulation than hoards or site finds, because they are 
uncovered at random and therefore produce the most statistically valid coin data.682   
For this study, I drew upon two separate sources for coin records: official excavation 
reports and published lists of coin hoards. Each source presents an inherently different type of 
                                                           
681 See Katsari 2011, p. 17; Duncan-Jones 1993; Butcher 2002; Duyrat 2004.  
682 Wigg-Wolf 2009, advocates for casual finds above all other sources. Walton 2011, applied the data from 
Britain’s Portable Antiquities Scheme, which records coin finds discovered by the general public.  
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data. Broadly speaking, excavations yield an assemblage of often base metals left by multiple 
individuals over a long period of time with a clear discovery spot. In contrast, most of the hoards 
available for this study consist of silver in a self-contained assemblage, which was deposited by a 
person or group of people usually at a single point of time. Due to the nature of their discovery – 
often found outside of excavation – it is not always clear where hoards were originally located.683 
Despite the differences and qualifications that must be made when using either type of 
assemblage (see below), these two sources for coin information regularly meet the criteria for 
coins discussed in the previous section. Together they yield an enormous dataset, if not as 
geographically comprehensive as I desired.   
 This study excludes other sources of coin information, such as survey data, chance finds, 
museum catalogs, private collections, and – with the exception of certain hoards – antiquities 
sales.684 Not enough surveys have been conducted in Syria to provide a body of evidence that 
can be internally compared such as excavation reports or hoards. The coins assembled for 
museum and private collections are heavily influenced by the selection of modern collectors and 
are too far removed from the original ancient context to allow for their use in a distribution 
study.685 Butcher further suggests that the repetition of types in Antiochene coins makes them 
particularly underrepresented in modern collections outside local Syrian museums, which calls 
into question how helpful these assemblages would be in any case.686 Finally, antiquities sales of 
individual coins routinely have poor or questionable information relating to provenance. Like 
museum and private collections, many have also lost the original context or assemblage of the 
                                                           
683 Metcalf 2012, p. 6-8. Casey 1986, pp. 71-72; Butcher 2004, p. 146.  
684 A similar exclusion was made by Beliën 2009, who only allowed coins which had been found during State 
Archaeological Service excavations and excluded coins found by metal detectorists or those in private collections.  
685 Hobley 1998, did use museum catalogs as did Katsari 2011. Butcher 2004, included a few local museum 
collections (including from Antakya), attempting to exclude intrusive coin where possible (see p. 160). However, 
none of their studies presents a convincing argument for overcoming the overt modern biases in the formation of this 
collection.  
686 Butcher 2004, p. 5. 
  152 
coin. For these reasons, only site finds and hoards will be considered according to the following 
criteria.   
 
Criteria for Excavation Reports 
 When choosing excavation reports for this project, I had to consider each catalogue in 
light of both its own merits as well as how its data would contribute to the larger mass of data 
from multiple publications. No standard system for coin reporting exists, leaving many 
numismatists and archaeologists to publish according to practices exclusive to a particular region 
of the world. As Peter Guest comments, “In most cases it is possible, given time, to bring these 
coin lists together under a single chronological sequence, but the continuing inconsistency in 
how site finds are published remains a frustration for those who wish to compare coins from 
different excavations and settlements.”687 Greatly constrained by what was available, I selected 
excavation reports which were from a similar time span, met the criteria for coin finds, and could 
adequately – if not statistically – represent a wider territory or region.688  
 All excavations considered for inclusion in this study needed to have been occupied 
during the Roman period and have Roman era coin finds (64 BCE to 235 CE). Because a major 
focus of this project is how the entrance of the Romans affected Antioch’s role in the East, I 
sought out sites that also had occupation and coin material dating to the previous Hellenistic and 
subsequent Late Antique periods. I took special care in the final analysis of site finds from areas 
that had some Roman-era occupation, but otherwise skewed earlier (e.g., Jebel Khalid) or later 
(e.g., Sagalassos). The advantage of including this information is that it can also help in 
delineating chronological patterns in coin circulation. For example, a site founded in the late 
                                                           
687 Guest 2012, p. 108; see Butcher 2001-2002, p. 25.  
688 See Wigg-Wolf 2009, p. 122; Drennan 2009, p. 85.  
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Roman imperial period that only had third century Antiochene coins may suggest that earlier 
coins had stopped circulating by that point.      
I also sought out reports from excavations which published all the coins recovered with 
individual descriptions of origin, find spot, date, and assemblage (i.e., the criteria for coin finds). 
Unfortunately, several otherwise excellent reports had to be excluded because they lacked pieces 
of this information, without which quantitative analysis is impossible.689 An additional quality 
requirement demanded that the excavations publish all the coins recovered and not merely a 
selection.  
Some British numismatic studies select which data to include based upon category of site 
(e.g., military; rural; commercial). Casey writes, “In comparing site coin lists with each other we 
should always strive to compare like with like. Care must be taken to exclude any class of site 
which is incompatible with any other. Thus to compare a fort with a town is not proper because, 
by their nature, they will have experienced very different monetary regimes.”690 This proposal 
has been met with mixed reviews, but two points question the practicality of such clustering for 
this distribution study.691 First of all, it can be difficult to reduce a site to a single function.692 
Antioch – as a city – had religious, political, commercial, military and social functions, none of 
which is solely responsible for the assemblage of coins excavated there.693 Second, the specific 
occupation histories of each site needs to be considered in terms of how it might shape the 
                                                           
689 This is especially true for find catalogues by Reece. Focused on his own research goals, he did not publish much 
of the standard information useful for this project. For instance, the data for the excavations at the Roman fort of 
Reculver in Kent were unusable (Reece 2005).  
690 Casey 1986, pp. 81-82. See Krmnicek 2005, who excluded necropolises and sanctuaries from his examination.    
691 See Kemmers 2009, pp. 140-141; Reece 1993b, pp. 345-352.   
692 Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 25-27.  
693 Compare this with Reece’s frustrations of categorizing Fishbourne 1993b, pp. 345-346.  
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assemblage, but too few quality reports exist for the East to use this as a guideline as to which 
reports should be included.694  
Instead, in order to assemble a comprehensive picture of the ancient world, I sought out 
at least two excavation reports to represent each region in the West and each province in the 
East. Far more reports were gathered for the eastern provinces in order to get the most complete 
pattern of Antiochene coins circulating close to the city during the Roman period. The 
geographical breakdown of these excavation reports comprises:  
  1. Syria: 15 publications (see Chapter 6) 
2. East of Syria: 5 publications (see Chapter 7) 
  3. Southern Levant: 12 publications (see Chapter 8) 
  4. Arabia: 5 publications (see Chapter 8) 
  5. Egypt: 4 publications (see Chapter 8) 
6. Greater Asia Minor: 10 publications (see Chapter 9) 
  7. Cyprus: 3 publications (see Chapter 9) 
  8. Eastern Europe: 4 publications (see Chapter 10) 
  9. North Africa: 3 publications (see Chapter 10) 
  10. Western Europe: 13 publications (see Chapter 10) 
Unfortunately, I could not find sufficient excavation reports with coin data for all areas of 
the Roman Empire. For instance, excavations in both Armenia and Cappadocia either lacked a 
large enough quantity of coins or did not meet the standards of publication above. Only a single 
report represents Cilicia (see Chapter 9). At times, although the above qualifications could not be 
met by the available reports, a general summary of finds could characterize the region without 
being included in final quantifications. For example, Palmyra’s coin finds were published as 
                                                           
694 See Katsari 2011, pp. 25-26; Butcher 2004, p. 151.   
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percentages and not actual finds, but this still allowed for a comparison of Antiochene coins to 
other finds at the site (see Chapter 6).695 Even then, holes certainly exist which further 
excavation and publication will need to fill.   
 
Criteria for Hoards  
The unique character of a hoard assemblage urges somewhat different criteria than single 
finds within excavation reports. In theory, four different types of hoards exist. The first is the 
emergency hoard, where a deposit of coins is buried in a time of crisis. The second is a savings 
hoard, which someone slowly builds up over time through the addition of new coin. The third 
hoard is accidental, where an individual loses the collection of coins carried around on his or her 
person. The fourth category includes coins that had lost their value and were intentionally 
discarded as a lump sum. It is often difficult to differentiate hoards of each category, and no 
consistent attempt at separation is made in this project. 696 After all, regardless of how they came 
together, hoards generally consist of larger quantities of coin within a self-contained assemblage 
tied to a specific location.697 As such, while a hoard’s contents must still be described according 
to the coin find criteria above, the standard to which it is held must vary.  
Dating presents the first difference. Whereas the period when a single coin from an 
excavation was deposited is rarely known outside of stratigraphic context, hoards are regularly 
dated according to the latest coin in the assemblage. Christiansen explains that “if the 
circumstances of find are unknown, we have to assume that the burial date is not much later than 
the latest datable coin in the hoard…This may not always be true, of course, but unless we have 
                                                           
695 Krzyzanowska 1979, pp. 44-52.  
696 Some scholars argue that depending on the chronological span of contents, one can identify a savings hoard from 
the other types (e.g., Bellinger 1949, for hoards from Dura-Europos). 
697 See Christiansen 2004, pp. 15-16; Casey 1986, pp. 51-57.   
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certain clues for another date, it is – apart from pure guesswork – the only possible way of 
dating.”698 Consequently, I included hoards only if the latest datable coin was issued during the 
chronological span studied here (Late Seleucid through Honorius).   
 As many hoards are found outside of official archaeological projects, I primarily relied 
upon publications other than excavation reports. In this study of the circulation of Antiochene 
coin, only a handful of sites published hoards along with site finds (e.g., Dura-Europos, Masada, 
Troy, Gindaros). The majority of hoards are published in comprehensive lists such as An 
Inventory of Greek Coin Hoards (IGCH, 1973), the multiple volumes of the Coin Hoards series 
published by the Royal Numismatic Society (CH, 1975-2010), and Butcher’s appendix on silver 
and bronze hoards found in Syria (2004). With a few exceptions discussed in later chapters, 
individual publications of hoards were not sought out. As the main purpose of including hoard 
data with this project was to create a comparative body of evidence to the site finds, it is assumed 
that the publications listed above give a sufficiently representative sample.  
 Along these same lines, I only recorded coin hoards that did include Antiochene coins. 
Because of the irregularity of hoards, my goal was to argue from positive evidence of where they 
appeared. I recognize this can limit the picture. As such, I also relied upon previous regional 
studies based upon hoard evidence to contextualize the specifically Antiochene hoard 
information.  
 Lastly, because hoards often originate outside systematic excavation, they are not subject 
to the same rigorous standards governing most archaeological projects. Rather, many hoard finds 
are illegally sold with false recovery information, only a portion of the hoard included, or even 
extra material added in an effort to increase the hoard’s value.699 Furthermore, many of these 
                                                           
698 Christiansen 2004, pp. 20-21.  
699 Katsari 2011, p. 17. Katsari chose not to include any poorly or dubiously published hoards in her project.  
  157 
finds are not fully published and lack detailed assemblage information. The majority of entries in 
the hoard lists must therefore be treated with caution as they are either vague about the original 
location of the hoard (e.g., IGCH 1411: central Asia Minor) or do not publish the entirety of the 
hoard contents (e.g., CH VII 157: in commerce). These hoards must be given secondary status to 
those better attributed and more thoroughly described, but the overall decrease in quality control 
necessitates keeping hoard data separate from data derived from site finds. Nonetheless, hoard 
data is included since it provides a useful comparison and check to site finds.700  
 
How Should Coin Attributes Be Organized and Recorded?  
In order to organize the vast amount of data collected from excavation reports and hoard 
inventories, I recorded finds in a FileMaker Pro database. Far more flexible than Excel, 
FileMaker Pro is a relational database creation product, which links multiple tables of attribute 
and spatial data together. This database was built by John Wallrodt of the University of 
Cincinnati according to my conceptual model of seven attributes.701 These attributes include 
material, origin, Antiochene subcategory, date range of coin issue, find spot, find type, and 
quantity of coin.702 A detailed breakdown of each attribute can be found in Appendix 1: Making 
Maps in Google Earth.  
In addition to these seven characteristics, I also noted additional features of the coin 
wherever possible. This includes details about the iconography and if a coin was plated, halved, 
or contained a countermark. This project does not claim to be a comprehensive study of these 
                                                           
700 Christiansen 2004, pp. 30-31; Duncan 1993, p. 1.  
701 For more on this type of database, see Connolly and Lake 2006, pp. 51-60; Shennan 1997, pp. 7-8. Specifics for 
the design of the database built by John Wallrodt can be found at “Bar Charts in Google Earth from FileMaker,” 
http://paperlessarchaeology.com/2013/01/24/bar-charts-in-google-earth-from-filemaker, January 24, 2013.   
702 See Kemmers 2006, p. 13, nn. 4-5; Ryan 1988, pp. 43-48.  
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aspects, but including this extra information sometimes provided needed clues for the presence 
of a coin at a particular location.  
 Finally, in order to ensure as much accuracy as possible, I have performed multiple 
checks on my recording of the material. As I had to sort non-standardized coin records into the 
above categories, mistakes could appear either in the identification of coins based upon their 
original description or in my own quantification of the material according to these 
characteristics.703 However, as will soon be discussed, focusing on proportions rather than 
absolute numbers should help alleviate, if not eliminate, these minor errors.   
 
How Can We Visualize Geographical and Temporal Patterns in the Coin Data? 
 A database like FileMaker Pro helps tremendously in organizing the massive dataset of c. 
85,000 coins studied here. Once all the data has been recorded, we can run searches through the 
records for common traits based upon any of the seven attributes above, such as all coins dating 
to a certain period of issue and/or all coins of a specific metal. The results of these queries are 
easily exported to an Excel table, where they can be quantified and analyzed in numerical form. 
As in most coin studies, we can then render the data into histograms and other graphs to further 
explore patterns.704  
 The problem still remains, however, that this study presents a massive amount of data 
gathered from an immense territory and more than 600 years of history. Quickly producing table 
after table or graph after graph can lead to an overwhelming amount of results, but little direction 
to begin analysis or what information might be noteworthy.705 For this reason, I argue that before 
any real quantification begins, we must first visualize coin finds in their spatial context. As Anne 
                                                           
703 On transcription errors, see Wheatley and Gillings 2002, pp. 85-86. 
704 See D. MacDonald 1976; Butcher 2001-2002; Evans 2006. 
705 Hobley 1998, provides an unfortunate example of this. 
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Kelly Knowles comments, “Whether one works with texts, historical maps, or any other kind of 
source, cultivating a spatial and visual imagination makes it easier to recognize the place-based 
information and spatial relationships embedded in historical evidence.”706  
 For the coin data of this distribution study, the visualization tool needed is a map. 
Surprisingly underutilized in coin studies, maps integrate material in a way that prompts 
questions and other avenues of exploration. David J. Bodenhamer writes, “Images are the 
accumulation of detail: they allow us to find patterns we might miss by other means of 
analysis…Maps represent the past in ways we deem helpful because they let us see events in 
large scale.”707 Michael Goodchild agrees and adds that “insights are often to be gained by 
looking at information in geographic context, since context can often suggest explanations or 
additional hypotheses.”708 Charting coin finds on a map according to queries generated in 
FileMaker Pro about their attributes serves to cut through the noise created by a massive and 
complex dataset and highlights otherwise overlooked geographical patterns in their distribution. 
 Of course, many difficulties exist with traditional methods of mapping the distribution of 
coins or any historical object.709 In the critique of paper maps by Connolly and Lake, two aspects 
in particular challenge the distribution study undertaken here.710 Maps can be static, locked to a 
particular time period or to the depiction of a limited amount of data. Trying to portray change 
over time or the different patterns of coin attributes leads to pages of maps not easily 
                                                           
706 Knowles 2008, p. 18. See Shennan 1997, p. 21: “Once data are represented visually the power of the human eye 
and brain to detect and assess patterns can be immediately employed, and some very complex methods of 
quantitative analysis boil down to little more than ways of obtaining the best possible picture of a complicated data 
set.”   
707 Bodenhamer 2008, pp. 223-225.   
708 Goodchild 2008, p. 18.  
709 As noted by Harrower and Fabrikant 2008, pp. 51, 57-62, static maps have their place even with the advent of 
animated maps as introduced below.  
710 Connolly and Lake 2006, pp. 16-17.  
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compared.711 Maps can also be inflexible and difficult to update with the discovery or addition of 
new material. I found traditional methods of comparing quantities of coins within their 
distribution of space to be incredibly time consuming and not altogether clear in the presentation 
of data. A proportional dot-density map caused too much overlap among find spots because of 
the extreme differences in the quantities of coins, especially for cities close to Antioch.712 A 
choropleth map usually corrects for this by using different colors or shades to indicate relative 
changes in quantity for whole areas. In this project, however, a choropleth map misrepresented 
the data by appearing to show more comprehensive or even coverage of data than was available 
for the East.713  
 
Google Earth as a Visualization Tool 
 Because of these difficulties, I opted to map my data with a non-traditional research tool: 
Google Earth. First launched in 2005, Google Earth is an Internet-based, geographical 
information program with 3D modeling of the planet based upon high-resolution satellite, aerial 
photographs, and a modern database of world places. With this “virtual globe,” users can choose 
to view large-scale territory such as the entire Mediterranean or zoom in to examine individual 
cities, settlements, or terrain in real time – a nearly impossible task with a traditional paper map. 
Google Earth’s search tool makes finding specific sites or geographical coordinates incredibly 
simple, while its placemark tool easily records particular locations. Google Earth additionally 
contains the tools for gathering simple measurements of area, distance, and elevation, drawing 
paths and adding models, creating overlays and layers, and quick sharing of data and generation 
                                                           
711 See Harrower and Fabrikant 2008, pp. 51-52. For example, the thirty-six maps in the back of Howgego 1985, are 
excellent individually, but the static format makes them difficult to compare their information.  
712 See Shepherd 2008, pp. 203-205.  
713 For an example and critique of the proportional symbol and choropleth maps, see Connolly and Lake 2006, pp. 
267-272. See also the comments of Wheatley and Gillings 2002, p. 17.  
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of images. The newest model – Google Earth Pro – can even create videos capturing tours of 
places or showing the evolution of data over time, which is one of the primary advantages of this 
approach over static maps.714 As aptly summarized by Andrew Henry, geobrowsers like Google 
Earth provide “powerful visualisation tools that can assist in the interactive search for trends, 
support information exploration and knowledge construction, and prompt hypotheses.”715 
 For the purposes of this study, Google Earth allowed me to create an interactive, thematic 
map charting quantities of coins with specific attributes over space and time. The technical 
details for creating and accessing this map are discussed further in Appendix 1, but the important 
concept to recognize here is that this type of map can be manipulated according to time, space, 
material, and subcategories of Antiochene minted coin. I analyzed the visual display for patterns 
in the distribution of coin finds based upon these different attributes. For example, I compared 
the span of civic coins based upon the presence or absence of an imperial portrait. I also could 
look at the spread of all Antiochene provincial bronze across the reigns of individual emperors 
and dynastic family groupings. Google Earth supported a top-down examination of data 
distributed across a two-dimensional map and a ground-level comparison of quantities 
represented by the 3D bar charts at each location. Navigation controls allowed examination of 
the whole Mediterranean or a narrower focus on a particular region. The flexibility in perspective 
and the amount of material displayed in its temporal and spatial context by Google Earth goes far 
beyond a traditional static map and is instead a working tool for finding patterns worthy of in-
depth exploration.     
 
                                                           
714 http://earth.google.com. For an excellent overview on the mechanics of Google Earth, see Goodchild 2008. 
Goodchild 2008, p. 22: “Google Earth and other geobrowsers address what previous generations of developers had 
seen as insuperable challenges: feeding vast amounts of data through comparatively limited Internet pipes, 
manipulating three-dimensional images in real time, and zooming through a hierarchical data structure over at least 
four orders of magnitude of resolution.”   
715 Henry 2009, pp. 3-4; Goodchild 2008, p. 12.   
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Why Not GIS? 
 The above description and application of Google Earth closely resembles the use of more 
traditional geographical information systems (GIS) such as ArcGIS.716 Since the early 1990s, 
archaeologists have drawn upon these programs to acquire, manage, visualize, and analyze 
spatial data about the past, especially with digital maps.717 Using either a vector or raster data 
structure, GIS programs have the capability to create complex thematic maps with multiple 
layers, which can be subjected to statistical analysis, surface modeling, and other forms of spatial 
examination. According to Connolly and Lake, GIS has proved particularly useful in cultural 
resource management, excavation, landscape archaeology, and the spatial and simulation 
modeling of ancient behavior.718 Fleur Kemmers best demonstrates the application of GIS 
technology to specifically numismatic studies with her work on coin finds from a first century 
CE legionary fortress in northern Europe. With GIS, Kemmers was able to plot the distribution 
of Augustan coin finds in comparison to those of a later period and examine how they relate to 
other classes of artifacts like pottery.719  
Beyond archaeology, scholars have recently demonstrated the applications of GIS to 
many other historical projects and shown how a clear visualization of old data can yield new, 
noteworthy information about the past. These studies include scaling the effect of the Dust Bowl 
in the central United States, establishing General Robert E. Lee’s viewshed at Gettysburg, and 
uncovering the intellectual network of Nazi Europe.720 Such applications of “historical GIS” will 
likely continue to increase with the rise of digital humanities, demonstrating the immense value 
of this analytical tool.      
                                                           
716 http://www.arcgis.com. ArcGIS is a product of the Esri company.  
717 Connolly and Lake 2006, pp. 12-15.  
718 Connolly and Lake 2006, pp. 33-50. See Knowles 2008, p. 8.  
719 Kemmers 2006. McCormick 2001, also used GIS to layer his multiple datasets, one of which was coins.   
720 See Knowles 2008; The Spatial History Project at Stanford University (http://spatialhistory.stanford.edu). 
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 Despite the success and future promise of GIS to archaeological and historical studies, 
two major impediments or considerations led me to prefer Google Earth for this project. First, 
applying the power and precision of a GIS program to coin data is certainly appropriate when 
great control has been exercised over coin collection and when detailed contextual information is 
available, as in Kemmers’ study.721 GIS is not well-suited to “managing ambiguous, incomplete, 
contradictory, and missing data…From its origins, GIS has dealt with objects and events that can 
be measured, verified, and tested. As with any technology, it requires precision, perhaps not 
completely, but far exceeding what historians find in their evidence.”722 The material studied in 
this project does not meet such standards, but instead requires a resource that can provide a quick 
and clear visualization of inherently imperfect numismatic material currently available for the 
ancient Near East.  
Second, even if the available data were more complete, the cost and technological 
knowledge required for operating a GIS program would still be a deterrent to many historians. In 
2008, Bodenhammer offered this critique:  
The technology requires time and money, often lots of it. Users must develop data models 
and databases, create or locate framework data and get it into GIS-compatible formats, 
locate or create suitable basemaps, process the data and secure the outputs, decide on the 
appropriate cartographic form and elements, and interpret the results…The cost of this 
GIS process is high and can only be justified by the analytical benefit performed with the 
data.723  
 
GIS developers are working on improving the accessibility of this technology, but the steep 
learning curve and expense at this time limit the scholarly audience.   
                                                           
721 Kemmers 2006.  
722 Bodenhammer 2008, p. 226. 
723 Bodenhammer 2008, p. 228.  
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Quite in contrast to GIS, Google Earth has been considered “child’s play” because of 
how easily it visualizes large datasets.724 According to Goodchild, Google Earth “represents a 
distinct democratization” in granting scholars without GIS training “access to comparatively 
simple ways of displaying georeferenced data, and gaining the insights that a spatial perspective 
can provide.”725 Both versions of Google Earth are also free downloads as of 2015. Google 
Earth’s lack of GIS’s advanced analytical and modeling capabilities, as well as the ability to 
perform complex searches on the data, are more than compensated for by its swift translation of 
complex data onto ready-made maps. 726  Only a minor investment of time at the outset in setting 
up and querying the database is required, which allows time for exploration within Google Earth 
with the basic, user-friendly measurement tools offered by the program.727 Once again, the goal 
is not a finished display and analysis of perfect data, but to visually engage with imperfect 
material in order to uncover patterns worthy of further study. 
 It is my hope that the accessibility of Google Earth as a research tool will encourage 
more historians to engage with a visual display of ancient data through spatial technologies. That 
said, I envision my application of Google Earth as a stepping-stone to this methodology and not 
as a replacement for GIS. When better material becomes available, my own data can be exported 
from FileMaker into a format that traditional GIS programs understand. For instance, at a later 
stage of research, I can apply GIS’s layering capabilities to integrate multiple types of evidence 
as a way to identify and study the networks of Antioch and Syria. Furthermore, a growing body 
of literature within the scientific community advocates for a closer working relationship between 
Google Earth and GIS, in which the former’s visual and interactive capabilities are used to better 
                                                           
724 “Think Global” 2006, p. 763.  
725 Goodchild 2008, p. 22.  
726 Henry 2009, p. 17; Goodchild 2008, p. 22. For example, the search tool in the side panel of Google Earth only 
finds one entry at a time and does not highlight multiple appearances of the search term. However, on rectifying 
maps in GIS, see Connolly and Lake 2006, p. 75. 
727 See Goodchild 2008, p. 17.  
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explore the latter’s data.728 For the time being, however, Google Earth satisfies the requirements 
of the current study on Antioch’s political influence through numismatic data.       
 
What Numerical Techniques Provide the Soundest and Most Straightforward Detailed Analysis 
of Coin Data? 
 
 Visualization of data is only the beginning of analyzing quantified material. The patterns 
raised within Google Earth should be followed by mathematical exploration.729 The techniques 
available for this form of analysis vary widely from comparing counts of actual numbers to 
applying sophisticated statistical tests.730 Whatever methods are chosen for examining 
numismatic finds, they must respect the nature of this evidence and not misrepresent it or portray 
a more complete body of evidence than actually exists. Whatever methods of numerical analysis 
are applied to the data, quantification must present the data as clearly as possible and not obscure 
its limitations. 
 In certain instances, the most straightforward method of analyzing imperfect data like 
coin finds is examining raw numbers. The bar charts in Google Earth represent absolute 
quantities, but these numbers can also be arranged in a more linear format with a table or graph 
for even simpler comparison. Such an approach worked well in this study on the level of 
individual sites (e.g., the assemblage at Antioch) or among sites with similar quantities of 
coins.731  The difficulty is that although raw numbers can signify the presence or absence of a 
coin, they cannot clearly define the significance of that find. For example, what does it mean that 
                                                           
728 See Henry 2009.  
729 See Wheatley and Gillings 2002, p. 125; Gregory 2008, p. 124; Shepherd 2008. Shennan 1997, p. 3: 
“Mathematically-based techniques can help us to recognise patterning in archaeological data and to specify its 
nature.”     
730 For an overview of these methods, see Shennan 1997, Baxter 2003, and Drennan 2009.  
731 Butcher 2002.  
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out of the 25 coins at Ain Sinu, one is from Antioch? Or that over 4,000 of the 14,000+ coins at 
Dura-Europos originated at Antioch?  
This becomes all the more problematic when comparing multiple site assemblages to one 
another where the scale in overall finds vastly differs. As a case in point, the massive amount of 
coins uncovered at Dura yields higher totals of Antiochene coinage than even that recovered at 
Antioch for the time period studied here and certainly all other Syrian cities combined. Contrary 
to first impressions, this does not indicate that Dura had more Antiochene coins in circulation, 
but rather that the destruction of the city in the third century CE preserved a mass of coins in a 
way not possible for sites with a more gradual end. A study at the level undertaken here therefore 
requires some method of scaling the assemblages of individual sites into a format encouraging 
comparison and identifying relatively significant patterns among the quantities.  
  
The Numerical Approach of this Study: Proportions and Statistics 
 After exploring several options – discussed in further detail below – I opted to examine 
the finds of this project using proportions and basic statistical techniques.732 However 
elementary, such methods go the furthest in respecting, presenting, and evaluating the evidence 
in its current state.   
The first step of this methodology begins by dividing the raw numbers of whole site 
assemblages and hoards into seven chronological periods:  
1. Late Seleucid (223 BCE to 91 BCE)  
2. Transition from Seleucid to Roman Republican rule (90 BCE through 31 BCE)  
                                                           
732 Baxter 2003, p. 16: “The simplicity, or otherwise, of a statistical method can be judged across several 
dimensions, such as the concept underlying the method, the mathematical underpinning, and ease of execution. 
When archaeologists use the term ‘simple’ to describe a method I suspect they often have in mind methods that are 
simple in all three senses.”  
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3. Julio-Claudians and Flavian (30 BCE-95 CE)733  
4. Antonine (96-192 CE)  
5. Severan (193-235 CE) 
6. Third Century Crisis (236 CE-283 CE) 
7. Late Antiquity (Diocletian (284 CE) to Honorius (423 CE)) 
This is an admittedly imperfect division, but these broad periods do more than a fine-toothed 
approach in accounting for the qualifications involved in using coin finds: the complex minting, 
socio-economic, and political history of the Roman east and empire; the longevity of coin 
circulation; the varying legibility of coin finds; and the different ways of dating site finds (by 
issue and not deposit) and hoards (by latest datable coin).734 The one questionable move may be 
combining the Julio-Claudian and Flavian finds into one period, but based upon hoard evidence, 
scholars predict much overlap in circulation for the first century CE.735 In the end, how closely 
the eight segments correlate to possible “coin-use periods” is uncertain, but this chronological 
division does represent the best compromise currently available between artificially even 
segments (e.g., ten year periods) and the complex life cycle of each coin.736  
Following the chronological division of the assemblages, each period’s total finds are 
subdivided into counts of Antiochene coins and non-Antiochene coins. All Antiochene coins 
were further broken down into the three categories of central, provincial, and civic coin. I put all 
                                                           
733 See Millar 1993b, p. 29: Millar identifies 31 BCE as the “moment that the middle Euphrates became the accepted 
boundary of the Roman and Parthian Empires.” We can use this date then to end the transitional period of Syria 
from Seleucid to Roman rule and the formation of “Syria”.  
734 See Butcher 2002. Butcher divided the Syrian evidence into three periods (Period 1: c. 80 BCE to Augustus; 
Period 2: Augustus to Commodus; Period 3: Severan Period). The two earliest chronological periods focus on 
eastern events. For example, 90 BCE was chosen as the end of the Seleucid empire because that was the year the 
minting of royal Seleucid bronze ceased and Antioch began producing its own municipal coin (see Chapter 3). The 
Roman Imperial dates and following periods of the Third Century Crisis and Late Antiquity follow a more 
Mediterranean model because the city was then part of the Roman Empire. 
735 See Butcher 2004, pp. 180-190, and above.  
736 On “striving towards coin-use periods,” see Lockyear 2007, pp. 219-221.  
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raw data into tabular and graphic form and kept these numbers close at hand. Even with the 
problems just mentioned, keeping actual quantities of coin finds at the forefront serves as a check 
to any further processing and possible misrepresentation of the data.737   
The next step is to scale the quantities through proportions in order to encourage 
comparison among assemblages.738 I treated site finds and hoards with a slight difference. For 
site finds, I studied the data from each chronological unit individually with the following 
calculation:  
number of coins of single mint or type from time period T excavated at site S / total number of 
coins from time period T excavated at site S = % represented by coin type or mint  
 
The data from each chronological period was kept separate in order to keep finds relative to the 
best approximation of their own context (e.g., Antiochene finds of the first century CE relative to 
all finds of the first century CE; Antiochene finds of the Antonine period relative to all finds of 
the Antonine period). The full profile of a single site assemblage is established once these 
proportions have been calculated for the finds of all seven periods.  
 As hoards are self-contained units deposited at one time, my first concern was the 
percentage of Antiochene coins represented in the entire assemblage regardless of time period. 
For instance, a pot hoard from Gindaros near Antioch deposited in the Severan period contained 
123 coins pieces: 97 tetradrachm, 25 denarii, and one antoninianus. In this assemblage, 
Antiochene coins make up 49.6% of the total finds. Because hoards can provide information 
about circulation as well, I also examined the chronological distribution of specifically 
                                                           
737 See Esty 2005, pp. 176-177. Katsari 2011, did not publish raw numbers in her work, citing lack of permission for 
some of the coin collections used.     
738 Evans 2006, p. 25: Evans deemed simple proportions “of limited use in extracting information from the 
excavated coins, as the method is primitive and depends on too-broad categories of coins.” Evans was focused on 
overall coin loss, however, and not specific coin types.  
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Antiochene coins. The finds from the Gindaros hoard date from Nero to Alexander Severus, but 
skew towards the Severan period (see Chapter 6).739  
The next step for both hoards and site finds is to examine the resulting profile of 
individual assemblages according to where they appear in space. I grouped assemblages into 
categories of small regions (e.g., sites along the Euphrates river), whole provinces (e.g., Roman 
Syria), and broad sections of the empire (e.g., western empire). I balanced the natural divisions 
of space governed by geographical features (e.g., the Taurus mountains) with the artificial 
divisions established by individual cities and the Roman government, as both impacted where 
coins circulated (see Chapter 1). These groupings expand the further the assemblages are from 
Syria on the assumption that with the exception of central coin, Antiochene-minted coin would 
not move far from the East.740 The groupings do not combine the assemblages together, but 
analyzing the spatial units of both site finds and hoards helps to identify the norm and exceptions 
of different locations.741 Tables and bar charts once again provide an excellent format for this 
investigation.  
 Finally, individual sites and spatial groups were compared to two standards: the 
assemblage at Antioch and a provincial average for site finds. As the producer of coins, 
Antioch’s assemblage represents the “best-case” scenario for the circulation, loss, and recovery 
of coins produced by the city – a “ground-zero” of sorts. Sites with a profile close to that of 
Antioch may have had a closer relationship to the city than those with a lower profile. In any 
case, the level of similarity or difference certainly provides cause for further exploration through 
other historical and archaeological resources.   
                                                           
739 See Kramer 2004, pp. 78-83.  
740 Google Earth was key in finding exceptions to this rule.  
741 See Howgego 1995, p. 106: “For any region there will be something like a normal pattern. Individual sites may 
be compared and contrasted with that norm to illuminate individual site histories…It is thus relative rather than 
absolute patterns which pose the most interesting questions for the archaeologist. Norms of different sub-regions 
may be contrasted.”  
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As any other city or region outside of Antioch could be expected to have a naturally 
lower count of Antiochene to non-Antiochene coins, calculating a provincial average for site 
finds allows an additional level of comparison among sites and regions. The average is 
calculated here by adding up all the Antiochene coin finds for a province for each period, then 
dividing by the total number of provincial coin finds for each period. Calculating the average 
according to this method gives equal weight to each coin find.742 I did not include Antioch in the 
provincial average or median for Syria, because I was more interested in how the coins spread 
outside of the minting city; Antioch represents too much of an outlier and would skew both 
results to itself.743 For reasons discussed below, I went no further beyond these calculations such 
as to find the standard deviation.  
Using averages as a guideline for identifying relative patterns gets around a couple 
difficulties. Even though some site assemblages were too small to give too much weight to their 
individual percentages, they can contribute to the provincial profile.744 Calculating averages can 
also create better comparison between provinces. For example, coins from the mint of Caesarea 
in Cappadocia appear at Antioch, but a corresponding excavation report with a coin analysis 
does not currently exist. Broad comparison on a regional level (e.g., Syria vs. Cappadocia) gets 
around this difficulty.  
Finding an average was not appropriate for all provinces. Excavations at Dura-Europos, 
Seleucia on the Tigris, and Susa – all sites “east of Syria” – produced well over a thousand coins 
at each site. However, the great disparity in the presence of Antiochene coins among them makes 
                                                           
742 My thanks to Christopher Burke of the Department of Mathematical Sciences at the University of Cincinnati for 
his help in finding the best quantification methods for this study.   
743 Drennan 2009, pp. 20-21. 
744 Newton 2006, p. 221; Katsari 2011, pp. 25-26.  
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an average meaningless. Likewise, too few Antiochene coins were recovered from the western 
Roman Empire to necessitate a regional average.   
 Overall, this numerical approach of raw data, percentages, spatial groupings, and basic 
statistics provides the necessary tools for better describing and exploring the relationships among 
assemblages in the distribution of Antiochene coin over time and space.745 Data is scaled, 
standard profiles are generated, and relative patterns established, all of which help to challenge 
and further explore the visualization revealed in Google Earth. At the same time, the simplicity 
of the techniques does not misrepresent the imperfect material currently available for study.      
 
Analytical Methods Not Used 
My decision to use proportions and averages came only after considering many 
alternative methodologies. Of these, three major trends bear further discussion. The first two 
extend from the work of Casey and Reece in the 1970s and 1980s, though manifest themselves 
somewhat differently in later projects of other scholars. The third approach encourages the 
application of more complex statistical techniques both as a supplement to and challenge for the 
work of Casey and Reece. The prominence and general acceptance of these methods originally 
convinced me of their applicability to this project, but I soon realized that the inherent 
weaknesses within each approach, the state of my own evidence, and my research goals rendered 
each unsuitable to the current distribution study. The following sections survey these concerns.  
 
 
 
                                                           
745 Howgego 1995, p. 89: “The patterns of the contents of hoards and site finds may be compared to others from the 
same region to detect anomalies, and may then be considered in their own right, or contrasted with the patterns in 
other regions.”  
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Casey’s Annual Average Coin Loss Equation 
 The need to create comparability among the disparate quantities of site assemblages led 
to the development of the Annual Average Coin Loss (AACL) equation. Extended by Casey 
from Ravetz’s original formula, this equation sought to address not only the scaling problem of 
uneven assemblages, but the belief that irregular time divisions could also impact coin 
quantities.746 Casey explains, “Coin volume clearly fluctuates from reign to reign not merely for 
monetary reasons but because some reigns are longer than others so that, all things being equal, a 
longer reign will be better represented [in the archaeological record] than a short reign.”747 For 
example, the almost forty years of Augustus’ reign potentially allowed for a greater output (and 
finds) of coin than the twenty-two years under Tiberius or the four years under Caligula. 
Although Casey favored individual imperial reigns as his time division, the same principle 
applies to larger chronological groupings, such as the length of an entire dynastic rule, issue 
period, or, as Evans points out, “any defined length of time that seems suitable for the 
evidence.”748  
 Although rarely broken down outside of Casey, the process for calculating and scaling 
the AACL initially appears straightforward. First, the average amount of coins “lost” per reign is 
calculated by dividing the amount of finds of a certain time period by the number of years in that 
period. The equation then scales that “annual average coin loss” to the total amount of coins 
found on site to a hypothetical base of 1,000. Expressing this method in the form of a proportion, 
where “x” represents the scaled AACL for a particular site and particular time period, yields:   
 
                                                           
746 For Ravetz’ original formula, see Ravetz 1964. Casey 1986, comments, “This seminal paper was the first to 
establish the principles of like-with-like comparison” (p. 157, n. 6).  
747 Casey 1974, p. 41.  
748 Evans 2006, p. 74, n. 6; see Walton 2011, p. 27. Katsari 2011, is against combining the reigns of emperors, 
“because every emperor may have faced problems in his own distinctive way and defined his own economic policy 
according to the existing financial situation” (p. 30).  
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AACL (# of finds per period / # of years in period)             x 
-------------------------------------------------------------  = ----------------------------------------- 
                  actual site coin total                 1000 (hypothetical site coin total) 
 
The situation becomes a bit more complicated if Casey’s printed equations are followed. 
In order to solve for “x,” Casey erroneously offered two equations depending on if the whole 
coin assemblage totaled higher or lower than 1,000:749  
 For sites with less than 1,000 coins:    
(# of finds per reign / # of years in that reign) x (site find total / 1000) = AACL 
 
For sites above 1000:  
(# of finds per reign / # of years in that reign) x (1000 / site find total) = AACL 
 
As the proportion printed above demonstrates, only simple cross-multiplication is needed to 
render the relationship of AACL to site assemblages into a common denominator of 1,000. This 
is shown by Casey’s second equation. When Casey’s first equation is rendered as a proportion, it 
appears as follow: 
 
AACL (# of finds per period / # of years in period)      1000 (hypothetical site coin total) 
-------------------------------------------------------------  = ----------------------------------------- 
                          Site Coin Total                   x (scaled AACL) 
 
 
This is nonsensical, which means that only Casey’s second equation actually scales a site’s 
AACL regardless of whether or not the site total is above or below 1,000.   
 Having thus established the correct equation, we can test it out on an example from this 
study: comparing the annual average coin loss for only the Julio-Claudian period (c. 94 years) at 
Antioch (269 finds out of a total 5,424 coin finds dating from Antiochus III to Honorius) to finds 
of the same period at Berytus (88 finds out of a total of 860 finds). Starting with Antioch, we 
                                                           
749 The equation printed in Casey 1974, p. 41, is different from that printed in Casey 1986, pp. 88-89. Casey’s 1986 
explanation of the formula in the text also differs from the calculated example. In text, he writes if the total of coins 
is greater than a thousand, then one divides total by a 1000. This means that if a site has 1500 coins, the multiplier 
used 1500/1000 = 1.5. In his example, however, Casey printed 1000/1500 = .67.  
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first calculate the average loss of coin finds per year for the Julio-Claudian Period (269 finds / 94 
years = average of 2.86 coins lost per year). The same process can be repeated for Berytus (88 
finds / 94 years = average of 0.94 coins lost per year).  
Of course, Antioch has over six times as many coin finds in its assemblage, so its 
supremacy in AACL over Berytus may not be accurate. Following Casey’s reasoning, in order to 
compare the averages for each site, the ratio of average coin loss per period to total assemblage 
must be rendered into a common base (e.g., 1,000). To do this, we multiply the AACL by 1,000 
and then divide by the site assemblage total. For Antioch’s Julio-Claudian average, 2.86 x 1,000 
/ 5,424 total finds = 0.53 average coins lost per year in ratio to 1,000. Repeating the same process 
for Berytus, 0.94 x 1,000 / 860 = 1.09 average coins lost per year in ratio to 1,000. In this 
comparison, Berytus therefore shows a higher scaled AACL than Antioch for the Julio-Claudian 
period, even though Antioch has higher absolute numbers overall. 
   
Rejecting the AACL Equation  
 Only after I applied Casey’s equation for most of the time periods and site assemblages 
with my study did I fully realize how unnecessary and inappropriate his method is to this project. 
Some of the reasons for this conclusion stem from the equation itself, in terms of both the 
confusion in scholarship over what it actually accomplishes and the way it represents coin data. 
Other reasons come from the goals of the current project and the nature of the evidence available 
for study. 
 One of the major issues for Casey’s equation is that even though this method continues to 
be cited within numismatic studies, no consensus exists as to how to apply his formulae. Katsari 
(2011) modified Casey’s first formula to (# of coins per reign / # of years in that reign) x (site 
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coin total / 100) = AACL.750 Evans (2006) accepted Casey’s second equation, but offered no 
published explanation for the choice.751 With other recent publications, it is unclear which 
equation – Casey first, second, or adaptation of either – has been used.752 All applications 
represent some attempt to scale the data, but a thorough processing of Casey’s formula is too 
often missing. After all, what are the implications of calculating the annual average coin loss 
according to a hypothetical base of 1,000 when the evidence is often incomplete, uneven, and 
opaque?  
 From a purely non-mathematical standpoint, Casey’s equation effaces the reality of the 
evidence. Its name alone makes it seem as if it studies coin loss, when in actuality, it simply 
scales the amount of coin finds.753 The danger of such nuance is made clear when the leap is 
made from “loss” to the health or wealth of a site’s economy.754 By scaling site assemblages to a 
fictional base of 1,000, it confuses the fact that many total counts are far smaller.755 In seeking an 
annual average, the equation also gives the appearance that minting was regular or constant; in 
reality ancient mints produced at an uneven rate.756 As Evans notes in her own study, the AACL 
equation “is an incomplete analysis, and only used to wring some information from the scattered 
finds.”757 Casey’s equation may make some sense as a scaling tool based upon proportions, but it 
removes us too far from the original imperfect data set available for the study of the ancient 
world.  
                                                           
750 Katsari 2011, p. 30. 
751 Evans 2006, pp. 25-29, 63. Evans kindly explained via personal communication that the choice between 
equations was made only for the sake of consistency. 
752 See Lönnqvist and Lönnqvist 2006, p. 128; Krmnicek 2005, p. 252.   
753 Many papers applying Casey’s formula discuss individual and regional patterns of coin loss. See Krmnicek 2005; 
Rhodes 1991. 
754 See Katsari 2011: Although distinguished within her introduction, later discussion uses coin finds, coin loss, and 
coin production almost interchangeably.  
755 Krmnicek 2005, prints his actual coin total beneath each graph.  
756 Casey 1974; see Hobley 1998, p. 6; Ryan 1988, p. 147.  
757 Evans 2006, p. 27. 
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 A more fundamental problem to this study is that Casey’s equation provides a poor 
solution for understanding the presence of specific types of coin finds in relation to the rest of the 
assemblage for a particular period. One of my major aims was to quantify the distribution of 
Antiochene coin finds across the Roman world as compared to coins of other origins (e.g., an 
individual city; coins from another province; non-Antiochene coins en bloc). Trying to render 
Casey’s equation into the annual average Antiochene coin loss often created very small numbers, 
while poorly defining the relationship of this authority’s coins to those of other origins.  
I especially found Casey’s method of handling differences in time difficult to justify. Part 
of this study compares the ratio of Antiochene coin finds to non-Antiochene coin finds with 
chronological divisions that remain constant throughout the sites included. The length of time for 
the first century CE period is the same whether the site is Antioch or Athens, thus making the 
need for an average annual loss unnecessary.  
Then again, when I needed to compare Antiochene coin finds from different time periods 
at one site, using the total coin assemblage of that site for the denominator proved incorrect. For 
example, suppose we had a site with a total of 500 coins and wanted to know how the relative 
presence of Antiochene coins differed between two time periods. The first time period contains 
100 total coins with 50 Antiochene. The second time period contains 400 total coins with 100 
Antiochene. To determine the relative importance, we should look at the ratio of 50/100 = .5 (or 
50%) for Antiochene coins in time period one and 100/400 = .25 (or 25%) for Antiochene coins 
in time period two. This means that although the overall absolute number of Antiochene coins is 
higher in time period two, the relative importance of Antiochene coins is higher in time period 
one. Casey’s method skews this by actually comparing the amount of Antiochene coins for a 
particular time period to not only non-Antiochene coin from that time period, but all other coins 
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found on site (e.g., both non-Antiochene coins AND Antiochene coin of different periods). Our 
example with 500 total coins would produce the ratio of 50/500 = .1 (or 10%) for Antiochene 
coins in the first time period and 100/500 = .2 (or 20%) for Antiochene coins in the second time 
period.758 As such, this method was rejected for the current project.     
 
Reece’s Per Mill Values: An Alternative to the AACL? 
Though less widely used – especially outside of Britain – an alternative to Casey’s AACL 
equation is Reece’s “per mill” calculation.759 One again working from Ravetz’s original 
equation, Reece’s calculation scales the amount of coin finds from both hoards and sites per 
issue period into 1,000 without adjusting for varying lengths of time.760 This calculation finds the 
percentage represented by the coins of a particular period in relation to the total coin assemblage. 
Then, because Reece believed a percentage could distort the results by not presenting enough 
numerical digits, the decimal is multiplied by 1,000 to produce the per mill value:761   
(total number of coins in each period / total number of coins in the assemblage) x (1000) 
= Per Mill values 
 
The earlier example of comparing Julio-Claudian period finds from Antioch and Berytus results 
in the following:  
 Antioch: (269 finds / 5,424 total finds) x 1000 = 49.59 per mill 
 
 Berytus: (88 finds / 860 total finds) x 1000 = 102.33 per mill 
 
                                                           
758 My great thanks to Helene Shapiro, professor emeritus of mathematics at Swarthmore College, and her patient 
review of the AACL and my attempts to apply it to this project.   
759 This is only one of the many methodological approaches devised by Reece for coin finds. For a summary, see 
Lockyear 2000, p. 397.  
760 See Reece 1995; Walton 2011; Guest 2012. See the summary by Lockyear 2000, pp. 397-398; Lockyear 2007, 
pp. 217-218.  
761 Reece 1987, p. 76; see Walton 2011, p. 28. 
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Once each per mill value is calculated for a site, the numbers for each period are added together 
cumulatively and then graphed to see at what rate they add up to 1,000 over time.762 This last 
step justifies his use of total site finds as his denominator.   
Reece and his students have used per mill values to compare not only the total amount of 
coins for each period, but also the presence of different denominations over time. Reece also 
went one step further for the coin finds of Britain and established an average profile of coin loss 
for the entire province against which the standard deviation of individual sites could be 
generated.763  Some adjustments have been proposed to the British mean, but the method itself 
has found great acceptance within scholarship as a way of comparing multiple site assemblages 
to one another and the national average.764  
 On the plus side, Reece’s per mill formulae does avoid some of the problems presented 
by Casey’s equation by ignoring varying lengths of time periods.765 Nevertheless, I rejected 
Reece’s method for this project because of the potential misrepresentation of the data. For 
instance, applying the extra step of multiplying results by 1,000 is an unnecessary distortion of 
what are often far smaller quantities of coin. For example, applying Reece’s formula to the 
earlier example of Julio-Claudian finds at Berytus bumps the actual number of 88 finds to 102.3 
per mill, when we could simply say that the Julio-Claudian finds at Berytus represent 10.23%. 
                                                           
762 Reece 1995, pp. 183-185: “The next stage in comparison is to add up the coins found in each group so that they 
show, period by period, what total of coins has been accumulated at each date. This is rather like keeping one 
museum drawer for the coins from each site and looking at the total number of coin packets as each coin is filed 
away. Thus each drawer starts empty before Period I, and the space reserved for each site is full after Period 21 has 
been reached. If the four drawers are kept side by side, and the coins from each period are put in across the drawers 
then they will fill up at different rates because the different sites have different proportions of coins in different 
periods…Both [drawers] must start empty, at 0 coins per thousands, and both must finish full as the space reserved 
for each site has been filled up by its coins. Thus the beginning and end of each diagram are fixed, just as the 
drawers must be empty before any coins are put in, and full when all the coins are in place. The interest lies in how 
the drawers fill up over time.”  
763 See Lockyear 2007, p. 217.  
764 Walton 2011, pp. 28-29. See Lockyear’s helpful summary 2000, p. 398.  
765 See Guest 2012, p. 112: At least Guest appears to have accounted for this when presenting his results in graph 
form, but the process he used is unclear.  
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Furthermore, even though Reece’s equation has been used to account for smaller breakdowns of 
the assemblage (such as the denominational divisions mentioned above), the resulting spectrum 
of numbers – all showing the breakdown of the single total assemblage total – can be challenging 
to interpret. Finally, although Reece makes a better case for using the total site assemblage as a 
denominator, his approach is designed to determine the rate of coin loss over time (or actually, 
coins found by archaeologists). It does not determine – as in this study – the relative presence of 
particular mints and authorities among the coin finds of specific times and spaces.766 
 
Applying Advanced Statistical Analyses to Coin Finds  
 The third trend of analysis considered for this project is the application of sophisticated 
statistical tests.767 Part of wider archaeological analysis since this 1960s, formal statistics have 
long been touted as “an antidote to our ever-present weakness for self-deception” in identifying 
patterns within datasets.768 The advent in recent years of GIS, easy-to-use computer programs, 
and free software on the Internet have encouraged even greater application of these tests as much 
of the calculation is done automatically. Lockyear writes, “To understand exactly how these 
techniques work requires a relatively high level of mathematical sophistication; but to use them 
and interpret the results really requires little more than common sense and practice.”769   
 Although not as widespread within numismatic scholarship, several studies within the last 
several decades have demonstrated the advantage of this approach to both site finds and hoards. 
Lockyear and Walton furthered Reece’s analysis by applying more formal techniques such as 
Dmax based cluster analysis and Correspondence Analysis to coin finds from Britain. Broadly 
                                                           
766 For additional complaints, see Lockyear 2007, pp. 217-218; Walton 2011, pp. 50-51.   
767 For an overview of all methods, see Orton 1980.  
768 Shennan 1997, p. 3. For a summary of the development of statistical applications to archaeology, see Baxter 
2003, pp. 5-16.  
769 Lockyear 2000, p. 419; see Drennan 2009, p. viii, and Baxter 2003, p. 17.  
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speaking, these tests looked beyond the idiosyncrasies of individual sites to see if any 
meaningful variation could be established based upon site type or region.770 Evans drew upon the 
chi-square test to establish a normal profile of coin finds on several sites of the Near East 
including Antioch in order to see how the assemblage at Caesarea Maritima compared. 
Otherwise know as a “goodness of fit” test, Evans envisioned this method as solidly reinforcing 
the results of the AACL.771 These non-parametric tests allow exploration of samples without 
extensive knowledge about the parent population, which is an ideal approach to coin data 
considering the gaps in our understanding about its life cycle.772 The scholars mentioned admit 
that each method has its own quirks and more work is needed to continue to revise these in their 
application to archaeological data; certainly not all applications were successful.773 Still, new 
techniques such as these provide yet another tool to identifying meaningful patterns in the data.  
 Despite their promising appeal and successful application within other numismatic 
projects, I have chosen not to include most of these methods of analysis due to the nature of the 
evidence. Although Drennan makes an excellent case for the application of statistical methods to 
archaeological data – however broken and biased it may be – the evidence examined in this 
project pushes the limits of even his inclusive reasoning.774 Unlike many of the projects 
mentioned above, which rely on either a limited or controlled collection of material (e.g., 
Kemmers) or comprehensive coverage (e.g., Lockyear), the data within this study of the East is 
largely based upon what is available. As discussed earlier, this means a wide range in the 
quantity of coin assemblages from sites not always comparable and certainly not evenly 
                                                           
770 Reece 1995; Lockyear 2000; Walton 2011, pp. 29-30, 34-35.  
771 Evans 2006. See also Kemmers 2006, pp. 120-121.   
772 Connolly and Lake 2006, pp. 122ff. See Newton 2006, pp. 217-221.  
773 See Lockyear 2000, pp. 419-420; Walton 2011; Evans 2006, p. 27. See also the critiques of Esty 2005, on the 
challenges of applying statistics to hoard data.  
774 Drennan 2009, pp. ix, 81-93: “The nature of the archaeological record and the manner in which we must extract 
data from it inevitably produce idiosyncrasies that practitioners in other disciplines are taught to avoid through 
appropriate research design.” 
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distributed across the region. Evans ran into a similar problem, but her aim at establishing a basic 
profile of coin finds for the whole near east had broad enough parameters to warrant the chi-
square test.775 My study on individual regions, narrower time periods, and specific coin types 
does not provide a comparable buffer.  
As such, it is difficult to envision how adding a layer of complexity to the data in its 
current state could further our analyses beyond the use of more rudimentary techniques. After 
all, a model is only as good as the question it is designed to test. For instance, a multivariate test 
could be applied to examine the impact distance from Antioch has on the amount of Antiochene 
coins of varying types over time. However, as already established by Butcher using raw data, 
distance plays less of a role in Syria than decisions by individual cities over what circulated 
within their territory.776 Distance also must be modulated by using geographical facts like the 
presence of a river in one region and a mountain range in another. A chi-square test might help 
us to state how strong of a claim this is based upon sample size, but the greater challenge to 
Butcher’s claims simply requires more data.777 Over-processing current data would cloud this 
reality, while not pulling out anything meaningful. For the time being, the initial examination 
proposed here must be completed before applying higher-level tests.    
Even though the data studied here has no claims of being either a random sample or 
nearing the whole population, it does not preclude numerical analysis. In fact, as mentioned 
earlier, we need a technique to test and further explore the patterns provided by visualization 
using Google Earth. Therefore, given its current state, the data should be represented in as 
unprocessed form as possible to encourage both review by other scholars and the addition of new 
material as it becomes available. 
                                                           
775 Evans 2006, p. 27.  
776 Butcher 2002.  
777 See Connolly and Lake 2006, pp. 122-125.  
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Conclusion 
Ancient coins provide an enormous and quantifiable dataset for the ancient world as a 
whole, but especially for the understudied cities and regions of the Roman east. The key to using 
this rich and incomplete dataset is to be honest about what is appropriate for the material in its 
current state. Each of the questions asked and answered throughout this chapter provide one 
method for creating, visualizing, and analyzing the best achievable dataset, which retains as 
much material as possible.  
Of course, all patterns revealed by this process must still be contextualized within their 
narrow and broad historical and archaeological contexts. As emphasized throughout, the whole 
life cycle of a coin was subject to socio-economic and political forces as well as taphonomy and 
chemistry. As such, the following chapters draw upon additional resources such as the literary 
and epigraphic record. It is also important to remember that coins are only one artifact related to 
Antioch. The distribution patterns of other material such as ceramics should be examined as well 
once they are better published. All the same, when handled appropriately with due caution, the 
evidence of the coin finds do allow us to begin saying new things about an old area.   
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Chapter 5: Coin Finds at Antioch 
The first coin finds to consider in this distribution study must be those from Antioch. As 
explained in Chapter 4, Antioch’s assemblage sets this study’s standard for the circulation, loss, 
and recovery of most coins produced by the city. Once again, the goal is to examine the 
numismatic finds to see what might have been used as currency within the city during a 
particular period. To that end, a necessary assumption must be made that the date of a coin’s 
minting generally correlates to the period in which that coin circulated and was lost.778 How the 
pattern of distribution and, by extension, circulation evolved over time may in turn point to 
changes in the historical factors affecting Antioch during its transition from the Seleucids to the 
Romans.   
The publication by Waage (1952) of the coins gathered by the 1930s Princeton 
excavations remains the chief resource for numismatic finds from Antioch. Waage’s publication 
contains not only coin finds from the city itself, but also from Antioch’s suburb Daphne, other 
areas outside of the city, and Seleucia Pieria. No hoards were found in the Princeton excavations 
or discussed by Waage, but records do exist elsewhere for a few hoards attributed to the city 
environs. 
Much of this material warrants further study, especially because Waage intended her 
work to be a catalog classifying the finds and not an analysis of larger patterns within the 
material.779 Butcher (2004) has updated parts of Waage’s work and the hoard evidence for the 
city. However, his focus on the big picture of currency across northern Syria during the Roman 
                                                           
778 Noticeable exceptions are pointed out within the following chapters, but see Chapter 4 for this general 
assumption.  
779 Waage 1952, p. vii.  
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period still leaves much of the site finds and hoards from Antioch in need of deeper analysis.780 
This chapter seeks to meet this need.   
 Extra care must be taken in handling this material beyond the criteria outlined in Chapter 
4. The Antiochene excavations were incomplete both in territorial scope and chronological depth 
(see Chapter 1). For the most part, the excavators focused on private residences rather than 
public or religious spaces.781 This means that coin finds are from domestic spaces of local 
people, but one has to wonder if the picture would change if more market areas had been found 
where foreign trade took place (see Chapters 2 and 4). More troubling is that for some 
inexplicable reason, Waage did not consistently maintain a division between finds from Antioch 
and finds from Seleucia Pieria. The Seleucid period coins and the Roman provincial coins are 
kept separate for both cities, but coins minted for the central Roman government are combined 
into a single total.782 Where this may have affected the assemblage is indicated throughout this 
chapter, although the total effect cannot be known. Finally, few silver coins were discovered 
through excavations and none of the silver hoards date to the High Roman Empire. This means 
that while we can extrapolate about bronze coin usage within the city during the Roman period, 
silver use will have to await further discovery.   
 
Overview of the Princeton Excavation Assemblage 
The Princeton excavations at Antioch yielded a total of 5,522 coin finds that could be 
dated to the late Seleucid through late antique periods and identified by issuing authority. As was 
just mentioned, the majority of these coins are bronze with silver representing a little over 1% of 
the excavation finds (see Chapter 4). The chronological distribution of these finds (ill. 5.1) shows 
                                                           
780 See Butcher 2004, pp. 138-139. See also McAlee 2007.  
781 See Kondoleon 2000, pp. 5-8.  
782 See Waage 1952, p. ix.  
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an increase in their quantity across the late Seleucid, Roman imperial, and late antique periods. A 
similar increase should be noted between the shorter transitional periods of the first century BCE 
and the later third century CE.  
Illustration	  5.1:	  Chronological	  breakdown	  of	  excavation	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  coin	  finds	  5,522).	  
 
 
It is striking that the number of coin finds dating to Late Antiquity (2,633 coins) is almost 
equal to the finds of the four other periods combined (2,889 coins). This is partially explained by 
the combination in Waage’s report of all coins issued by the central Roman government from the 
excavations of both Antioch and Seleucia Pieria. Even so, the general increase in the total 
amount of coins evidenced in the assemblage is not unusual. In her study of the excavations at 
Caesarea Maritima, Evans applied the chi-square test to the coin assemblages of several eastern 
cities and found a similar chronological upswing in the quantity of finds dating from the third 
century BCE to the seventh century CE for Caesarea Maritima, Pella, Sardis, Hama, Gerasa, and 
Antioch. For all these cities, coin finds from each of Evans’ three periods before the third century 
CE represent close to 10% or less of the total assemblage.783 This percentage increases to 20% of 
the total for the Severan period through the early fourth century CE, before site finds peak at 
                                                           
783 Hama reports just over 10% of the total finds for the period between 103 BCE and 69 CE.  
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between 45% and 60% of the assemblage for the period from 347-498 CE.784 Such an increase in 
coin finds over time is understandable first due to coin debasement and inflation of the later 
Roman periods, and second, because of the abundance of bronze coins traveling more often and 
more widely when the entire empire moved to the same currency system (see Chapter 2).785  
Evans’ study also reveals an overall similarity among these eastern site assemblages, at 
least in the chronological distribution of total finds. Such correlation suggests that the general 
processes leading to the formation of these records did not differ significantly (see Chapter 4), 
making Antioch’s coin assemblage quite normal for an eastern city on a broad scale. This 
supports its use as a standard of comparison to other site assemblages within this study.  
That said, a few finds dating to the Roman period have the potential for upsetting this 
scheme. First, while most of these coins could be dated to a specific dynasty, a small percentage 
could not be dated beyond the first century CE or, even more generally, the Roman imperial 
period (ill. 5.2). These coins have been included where possible, but need to be excluded in 
narrower examinations (see Chapter 4). Second, whereas the Julio-Claudian, Antonine, and 
Severan period finds all numbered over 200, only thirty finds date to the Flavian period. It would 
be tempting to explain this disparity away with simple arithmetic: the Flavian period (69-95 CE) 
covers less than thirty years and is by far the shortest of all the dynasties. A shorter time period 
would allow for less production of coins, which would result in less coins circulating, lost, and 
recovered. However, ancient mints never produced at a constant rate or quantity, meaning that a 
shorter period would not necessarily yield fewer coins nor a longer period more coins (see 
Chapter 4). This is therefore not a secure explanation. The small quantity of Flavian coins will 
need to be reconsidered within the final detailed breakdown of the Antiochene assemblage.  
                                                           
784 Evans 2006, pp. 31, 63-69.  
785 Evans 2006, pp. 44-45; see Lo Cascio 2005, pp. 161ff.   
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Illustration	  5.2:	  Chronological	  distribution	  of	  Roman	  period	  coin	  finds	  at	  Antioch.	  
TIME	  PERIOD	   Period	  Total	  
30	  BCE-­‐95	  CE	  	   326	  
	  	  	  	  Julio-­‐Claudian	  	   269	  
	  	  	  	  Flavian	  	   30	  
	  	  	  	  Undated	  	   27	  
96-­‐192	  CE	   547	  
193-­‐235	  CE	   606	  
Undated	  Roman	   73	  
Total	  Coins	   1,552	  
  
Antiochene vs. Non-Antiochene Coins  
 Antiochene coins represent the overwhelming majority of finds in the assemblage at 
Antioch for every period studied from the late Seleucid to late antique periods. They account for 
76% of the total 5,522 coins excavated. When these finds are divided into the individual periods, 
the presence of Antiochene coins never drops past 65% of the total number of finds (ill. 5.3). 	  
Illustration	  5.3:	  The	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  by	  chronological	  period	  in	  the	  excavations	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  
coins	  5,449).	  The	  73	  undated	  Roman	  period	  finds	  are	  left	  out	  of	  this	  chart.	  The	  relative	  dips	  during	  the	  
Antonine	  and	  the	  late	  Seleucid	  periods	  are	  discussed	  in	  detail	  below.	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The consistently high percentage of Antiochene produced coin within the assemblage at 
Antioch testifies to the continued importance of the mint(s) within the city over a long span of 
time. It is nevertheless important to remember that these finds originated from three different 
currency pools under three central governments. As discussed in Chapter 2, the Seleucids 
maintained an open currency system allowing foreign coins to travel freely within its borders.786 
Civic coin production occurred minimally in Syria with powerhouse mints like Antioch 
producing coin for the Seleucid government. This situation changed during the Roman imperial 
period. Although the Romans closed their borders to the coin of foreign external governments, an 
increasing number of eastern cities within the empire issued their own currency during this time, 
Antioch included. Based upon coin finds, Roman imperial coin did not enter the Near East in 
significant amounts until the late first and early second century CE. Civic production ended in 
the third century CE in favor of a select number of mints producing only central issues. By the 
late antique period, the entire Roman Empire used the same coinage produced at chosen mints.  
Because of these differences, the significance of the high percentage of Antiochene coins 
in the assemblage at Antioch varies over time. In order to understand this change, a more 
detailed breakdown of the assemblage is needed according to issuing authority, coin type, and 
chronological development (ill. 5.4). In the following sections, coins minted at Antioch are first 
considered according to the three issuing authorities: central, civic, and provincial. An 
examination of coins originating outside of Antioch then follows. Only after this breakdown of 
the complete assemblage can we begin to consider reasons for the change in pattern over time 
and the larger historical implications of this evidence.  
                                                           
786 See Houghton 2012, p. 240. 
  189 
Illustration	  5.4:	  Percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  by	  chronological	  period	  in	  the	  
excavations	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  coins	  5,449).	  
 
Coins Minted at Antioch for the Central Authority 
 In the assemblage at Antioch, coin finds minted at Antioch and issued by the central 
government (i.e., coins with types and legends only of the Seleucid kings or Roman emperors) 
date to three periods (ill. 5.5). In the late Seleucid period, central coinage minted at Antioch 
accounts for over 85% of the predominately bronze finds; only four coins are silver (two 
tetradrachms and two drachms).787 Almost half of the Seleucid period finds were minted during 
the reign of Antiochus III (223-287 BCE), but coins still appear for every emperor from 
Antiochus III through Antiochus XI (95-92 BCE). The lack of Seleucid bronze finds after this 
period is explained by the fact that production at Antioch had turned to civic types (see 
below).788 Silver minting continued at Antioch down to the reign of Antiochus XIII (69-67 
                                                           
787 Waage 1952, nos. 129-130, 227.  
788 See Butcher 2004, p. 307. 
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BCE), but the general lack of silver coins in excavation makes the absence of these later issues in 
the Antiochene assemblage unsurprising (see Chapter 4).789  
Illustration	  5.5:	  Percentage	  of	  royal	  Seleucid	  and	  imperial	  Roman	  coins	  minted	  at	  Antioch	  in	  the	  excavations	  at	  
Antioch	  (total	  of	  5,449	  coins).	  
 
 
For the Roman period, although the Antiochene mint produced central coins under 
Vespasian, Hadrian, and the Severans (see Chapter 3), finds of this category do not appear in the 
assemblage at Antioch until antoniniani dating to the later third century CE.790 Central coins 
minted at Antioch increase in representation from about 50% of these finds from the later third 
century CE to over 66% during the late antique period. With the exception of a few antoniniani 
dating to the reign of Diocletian (284-305 CE), this body of coin finds consists almost entirely of 
nummi/folles.    
The lack of central Roman coinage minted at Antioch among the finds before the third 
century CE could be a quirk in what material is usually recovered through excavation. The 
                                                           
789 Houghton 1983, p. 1; Hoover 2009, pp. 268-279.  
790 See Butcher 2004, p. 260.  
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central issues of the Roman period are made of precious metals until the start of antoniniani 
production under Gordian III. As discussed above, precious metal finds are rare as single finds 
and more common within hoards. No hoards from Antioch dating to this period have yet been 
published.791  
Then again, the intended purposes of these coins may also contribute to their absence at 
Antioch. As discussed in Chapter 3, the gold and silver coins minted during the reign of 
Vespasian presumably helped to fund his bid for the imperial seat and may have been shipped 
outside of Syria. The same is possible for the coins of Hadrian. The absence of Antiochene 
minted central coins from the reign of Pescennius Niger through the Severan period is somewhat 
harder to explain, especially because of the rulers’ focus on Syria and further east. These coins 
do appear in minimal quantities within the western Roman Empire (see Chapter 10), which may 
indicate they also were shipped outside of Syria for imperial uses (see below). On the other hand, 
the lack of these finds may simply be because Antioch did not produce central coins for the 
Severan dynasty after Septimius Severus; the attribution is not certain (see Chapter 3).  
 
Coins Minted at Antioch for the Civic Authority 
 The civic coins appearing in the assemblage at Antioch date from the late Seleucid period 
through the later third century CE, but the percentages they represent vary dramatically over time 
(ill. 5.6). The late Seleucid period contains only four civic coins dating to the reign of Antiochus 
IV (176-165 BCE). The single coin dating to the joint civic issue at Antioch during the reign of 
                                                           
791 Based upon the description of an unpublished hoard from Antioch by Noe 1937, n. 56, and Metcalf 1975, n. 16, it 
is unclear whether the denarii of Vespasian and Hadrian originated from the mint at Antioch, Rome, or elsewhere.  
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Alexander Balas (150-145 BCE) was actually struck at Seleucia Pieria and will therefore be 
considered in the section on non-Antiochene coins.792  
Illustration	  5.6:	  Percentage	  of	  civic	  Antiochene-­‐minted	  coins	  in	  the	  excavations	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  of	  5,449	  coins).	  
Civic	  coin	  production	  ended	  in	  the	  third	  century	  CE.	  
    
  
By the first century BCE, civic coins represent around 92% of the assemblage and serve 
as a dramatic sign of the end of the Seleucids and a newfound civic freedom within the city (see 
Chapter 2). Not only did the city mint its own coinage, the finds suggest Antiochene civic issues 
circulated with few competitors within the city and its environs. This interpretation is not 
challenged by the appearance of countermarks on five of the later first century BCE coins. 
Countermarks served a variety of purposes including marking denominations, changing or 
confirming the issuing authority, revalidating worn coins, or equating older coins with new 
issues.793 Waage identifies the mark on the first century BCE civic coins as the head of 
Apollo.794 Other scholars suggest the head actually depicts Cleopatra and served to validate 
                                                           
792 Waage 1952, nos. 116-118, 720.  
793 Howgego 1985, pp. 8-13.  
794 Waage 1952, nos. 274-284. The countermark is not in Howgego 1985.  
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Antiochene coins within her newly expanded kingdom (see Chapter 2). The appearance of this 
same mark on the civic coins of Chalcis, Damascus, Seleucia, and Laodicea may support this 
hypothesis, but too few coins have been found in situ to determine their circulation.795  
The introduction of new coin types at Antioch changes the assemblage for the next 
period. The percentage of civic coins within the first century CE is dramatically lower than the 
previous era at 34%, even though this assemblage now includes civic types displaying the 
imperial portrait. The overall presence of civic coinage falls even lower to 12% in the Antonine 
period. The drop in the percentage of civic coins for both periods is explained by the growing 
presence of provincial SC bronze in Antioch’s assemblage, which may reflect a rising 
importance in this type of coin within the city (see below). The Antiochene mint had also 
stopped producing bronze coins of any type by the joint reign of Marcus Aurelius and 
Commodus, the reasons for which will be explored further below.796  
The revival of Antiochene minted civic coins in the assemblage at Antioch during the 
Severan period is due entirely to the introduction of the hybrid coins under Elagabalus. These 
coins differ from earlier civic coins with the addition of the letters SC and the title colonia (see 
Chapter 3). The fact that these hybrid coins represent a similar percentage of the third century 
CE assemblage as the civic issues of the first century CE possibly signals the two types played a 
similar role within the city. The reason why these new coins still do not represent over 35% of 
the later third century CE assemblage is best explained by the growing importance of central 
coinage to the city’s currency.  
 
 
                                                           
795 McAlee 2007, pp. 23, 108-109.   
796 See Butcher 2004, p. 40.  
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Coins Minted at Antioch for the Provincial Authority 
Antiochene coin finds of the provincial category register high percentages in the city’s 
assemblage for most of the Roman imperial period (ill. 5.7). These finds include both silver and 
bronze, but are heavily weighted to the latter material (see Chapter 3). A total of five silver coins 
came from the excavations: three tetradrachms dating to the reign of Elagabalus and two 
tetradrachms of the later third century CE (the 0.4% in ill. 5.7).797 The bronze coins are 
predominately of the SC type with the exception of twenty special coins of the CA/AVGVSTVS 
type dating to the reign of Augustus.798  
Illustration	  5.7:	  Percentage	  of	  provincial	  Antiochene	  coins	  in	  the	  excavations	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  of	  5,449	  coins).	  The	  
production	  of	  provincial	  Roman	  coinage	  at	  Antioch	  is	  limited	  to	  the	  period	  between	  64	  BCE	  and	  the	  mid-­‐third	  
century	  CE.  
	  
Whatever authority issued the provincial SC coins, their consistently high presence in the 
Antiochene assemblage confirms their long-term use within the city during the Roman imperial 
period. For the first century CE assemblage, finds dating to the reign of the Julio-Claudians bear 
                                                           
797 Waage 1952, nos. 580-582, 667, 681.  
798 Waage 1952, nos. 314-319.  
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the portrait of every emperor except Caligula (ill. 5.8). This is not surprising, as earlier coins 
were countermarked during Caligula’s rule in lieu of issuing new provincial bronze.799 Of the 
twenty Antiochene minted coins dating to the Flavian period, eighteen are of the SC type with 
issues under both Vespasian and Domitian. Butcher’s reexamination of Waage’s coins also 
suggests that many of the 36 undated provincial SC coins actually come from the reign of 
Claudius.800 If so, these additions would raise the first century CE percentage even higher. 
Unfortunately, as Butcher did not publish the raw data from his reexamination, his results could 
not be included here.  
Illustration	  5.8:	  Quantities	  of	  provincial	  SC	  coin	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  by	  individual	  dynast.	  
JULIO-­‐CLAUDIAN:	  109	  TOTAL	  COINS	  
Julio-­‐Claudian	   Augustus	   Tiberius	   Caligula	   Claudius	   Nero	  
57	   11	   4	   0	   8	   29	   	  
FLAVIAN:	  18	  TOTAL	  COINS	  
Vespasian	   Titus	   Domitian	  
3	   1	   14	   	  
ANTONINE:	  356	  TOTAL	  COINS	  
Antonine	   Nerva	   Trajan	   Hadrian	   Antoninus	  Pius	   Marcus	  Aurelius	   Commodus	  
15	   18	   62	   21	   99	   131	   10	  
SEVERAN:	  378	  TOTAL	  COINS	  
Severan	   Septimius	  Severus	   Caracalla	   Macrinus	   Elagabalus	   Alexander	  Severus	  
10	   0	   0	   110	   256	   2	  
UNDATED	  ROMAN:	  38	  TOTAL	  COINS	  
 
Several of these first century CE provincial SC bronze bear countermarks.801 The most 
common stamp is of Athena/Minerva standing with spear and shield and surrounded by a 
rectangle.802 The countermark itself dates to the reign of Domitian, but appears on coins dating 
                                                           
799 McAlee 2007, p. 126; Butcher 2004, p. 31.  
800 Butcher 2004, pp. 138-139.  
801 Waage does not differentiate in her description between countermarked coin finds of Antioch and those of 
Seleucia Pieria. At least eight of the countermarked SC coins come from Antioch. For a full list of countermarks 
appearing on SC bronze coinage, see McAlee 2007, Appendix 1.  
802 Waage 1952, nos. 349, 353, 356, 359-360, 372, 374-375. Howgego 1985, no. 245. The other countermark is a 
swastika on Waage 1952, no. 359, but it is not clear whether or not this coin was found at Antioch or Seleucia 
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from Augustus through Domitian. Howgego argues that because of Domitian’s ties to 
Athena/Minerva, the countermark is actually imperial and was applied at Antioch sometime 
between 83 and 96 CE.803 Carradice agrees and suggests that by adding an imperial countermark 
to a provincial issue, Roman officials maintained the relationship between the SC bronze and 
Roman coins.804 Outside of the finds from Antioch, the countermark also appears on the larger 
first century CE civic issues from Antioch.805 The goal of this operation was likely to keep 
earlier coins in circulation for purposes explored in detail later.  
Among the finds dating to the Antonine period, the percentage of finds represented by 
provincial SC coins noticeably increases from 45% to 65%. Once again, these finds date to every 
emperor from Nerva to the early years of Commodus when he reigned with his father Marcus 
Aurelius (ill. 5.8). The context and possible reasons for this increase is discussed in a later 
section, but the finds themselves testify to a continued importance of this type to the city. By the 
sole reign of Commodus, however, Antioch had stopped minting provincial SC coins. This gap 
in production aligns with that of civic coins mentioned earlier and will be discussed in greater 
detail below.  
Production of the provincial SC type resumed during the time of Caracalla, yet none of 
these coins appear in the finds at Antioch. Butcher believes that because of the few dies used, the 
issues were not large; perhaps this explains their absence.806 The prolific finds for the remainder 
of the Severan period more than make up for any prior lack of coin with the coins of Macrinus 
and Elagabalus representing the majority of the finds (ill. 5.8). McAlee and Butcher suggest an 
originally large output of this type during the reigns of both emperors, which may explain the 
                                                           
Pieria. The symbol may have originated in Gaza, but at least ten examples are known on Antiochene coinage. See 
Howgego 1985, no. 468; McAlee 2007, p. 394, no. 4.  
803 Howgego 1985, pp. 4, 150.  
804 Carradice 1983, p. 20, no. 11. Butcher 2004, p. 35, has doubts about this theory.  
805 Butcher 2004, p. 189. 
806 Butcher 2004, p. 43.  
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high numbers within Antioch’s assemblage.807 These arguments are promising, but are still based 
on limited evidence as explained in Chapter 4. In any case, although production of SC coins 
continued at Antioch until the reign of Philip I, the assemblage at Antioch contains no provincial 
SC coins past the two coins dating to Alexander Severus.  
 
Non-Antiochene Coins at Antioch 
 Foreign coin finds represent a consistent yet small percentage of the assemblage at 
Antioch (ill. 5.9). Only during the Antonine and late antique periods does the percentage rise 
above 15% in one chronological period. The reasons for this increase will be discussed below. 
The generally minimal quantity cautions against overemphasizing the presence or absence of any 
one find, especially as further excavation could greatly alter the assemblage. All the same, 
discernible patterns do emerge from these foreign coins as a whole over time, especially in 
respect to the geographical regions from which these finds originated.   
 
                                                           
807 Butcher 2004, pp. 44-45, 382-384; McAlee 2007, pp. 278, 288. It is not entirely clear how either numismatist 
reached this conclusion.  
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Illustration	  5.9:	  Percentage	  of	  non-­‐Antiochene	  minted	  coins	  in	  the	  excavations	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  of	  5,449	  coins).	  	  
 
 
Beginning with coin finds issued in the late Seleucid period, almost 80% of the 78 non-
Antiochene finds originated at mints within northern Syria and Phoenicia. This includes coins 
from Seleucia Pieria (12 coins), Aradus (6 coins), Tyre (4 coins), Damascus (3 coins), Ptolemais 
(2 coins), Berytus (1 coin), and three from either Sidon or Damascus. Thirty-one additional coins 
likely originated from a Tetrapolis city, but which city is not clear. It is possible that they are all 
Antiochene in origin, but this would still leave the majority of foreign coins at Antioch issued 
within greater Syria. Of the remaining finds, three coins originated from the coast of Cilicia, two 
coins from Side in Lycia, seven coins from Egypt, three denarii from Rome, and one coin from 
Athens.  
With the exception of the eleven coins from Egypt, Rome, and Athens, the majority of 
foreign finds for the late Seleucid period come from areas that were at one time under Seleucid 
control (ill. 5.10). Over half of these coins are royal Seleucid issues. Seven more coins are civic 
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issues under Antiochus IV (176-165 BCE), which also bear the royal Seleucid portrait.808 The 
two coins from Side bear a countermark of the Seleucid anchor, a stamp appearing on other 
foreign coin finds of the second century BCE from sites within the Seleucid empire.809 The rest 
of the finds at Antioch consist of autonomous civic issues from Cilicia and Syria and includes a 
single example of the joint issue of ΑΔΕΛΦΩΝ ΔΗΜΩΝ from Seleucia Pieria and Antioch (see 
Chapter 3).810  
Illustration	  5.10:	  The	  origins	  of	  late	  Seleucid	  foreign	  coin	  finds	  at	  Antioch.	  Directions	  for	  accessing	  this	  map	  and	  
others	  in	  Google	  Earth	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Appendix	  1.	    
 
 
Such a mix provides a partial reflection of coins generally circulating within the northern 
Seleucid empire with mints along the western coast particularly well represented. 811 Coins from 
eastern Seleucid mints – like Seleucia on the Tigris, Carrhae, and Dura – do appear in the 
Antiochene assemblage before the reign of Antiochus III, but their absence in the later 
                                                           
808 Waage 1952, nos. 119-124.  
809 Waage 1952, nos. 814-815. See Mørkholm 1991, 20.   
810 Waage 1952, nos. 720, 723, 725, 730, 732-733, 827, 830, 894-897. 
811 Compare with the maps of Seleucid and civic mints of the east in Newell and Mørkholm 1977, p. 3, Mørkholm 
1991, pp. 112, 117, and Hoover 2009, p. 282.  
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assemblage is likely because of the gradual loss of Seleucid territory in the East.812 All the same, 
such a collection overall is not as diverse as one could expect with the Seleucid’s open currency 
policy and Antioch’s position on major trade routes.  
Foreign finds are even fewer for the first century BCE. Only twelve non-Antiochene 
coins date to this period. Ten of these coins come from sites in the immediate environs of 
Antioch. The Tetrapolis is represented by seven autonomous coins from Seleucia Pieria and one 
autonomous coin from Apamea. Two other civic coins originated from Byblus and Tripolis 
slightly to the south. Only a single Nabataean coin and one autonomous civic coin from Ascalon 
originate outside of Syria. Because of the greater presence of coins from the southern Levant in 
the following century, these coins may have actually arrived at Antioch in a later period.  
Once again, if coins were still freely moving around the region during the first century 
BCE – either circulating as currency or hitchhiking along with travelers and traders – we could 
expect a greater variety of coins for this time period. A number of Levantine cities had taken 
advantage of the weakening Seleucid state to begin issuing their own coins including other cities 
near Antioch (see Chapter 2).813 That few appear in Antioch is worth noting.     
 The foreign coin finds of the first century CE originate from a wider territorial span, but 
only a handful come from Syria. Among the 42 foreign coin finds, only five coins (12%) 
originated in northern Syria. Any coins from Phoenician cities like Tyre, Berytus, and Sidon are 
completely missing from the assemblage.814 This is remarkable even considering the small 
number of cities issuing coin during this period.815 In his survey of eastern sites, Butcher notes 
that coins issued by Phoenician cities and even those south of Antioch are generally uncommon 
                                                           
812 An early third-century BCE hoard reportedly from the area around Antioch also contains silver pieces from 
eastern mints like Carrhae, Babylon Ecbatana, and Seleucia on the Tigris. See CH X 263.  
813 See Butcher 2001-2002, p. 57; Butcher 2004, p. 426; RPC I, p. 583; Seyrig 1950, pp. 5-56; Hoover 2009, pp. 
286-313.  
814 On the issuing cities of the first century CE, see Butcher 2012, p. 476.  
815 See RPC I, pp. 581-582; T. B. Jones 1963, p. 311.  
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finds within northern Syria.816 This may indicate a difference in circulation patterns between the 
north and south, especially as the pattern appears to continue until the Severan period (see 
below).    
Given this absence, it is all the more interesting that coins from the southern Levant make 
up two-thirds of the foreign finds in the first century CE assemblage at Antioch. This group 
includes nineteen Nabataean coins, one coin from the Decapolis city of Canatha, and eight finds 
described by Waage as “coins of the Jews.”817 Waage includes in this last group one coin for 
King Archelaus, two coins for Herod Agrippa I, four coins of the procurators, and one coin of the 
first Jewish revolt. Both Nabataean and Jewish coins dating to the first century CE are common 
finds throughout the northern Levant. As discussed earlier, the first century CE was a period of 
internal consolidation for the Near East, in which the provincia of Syria still consisted of 
territory to the south (see Chapter 2). This may have facilitated movement of southern Levantine 
coins to the north. Meshorer also wonders if the presence of Jewish communities throughout the 
region facilitated the spread of these coins not only in Syria, but in Cyprus, the Sinai, and North 
Africa.818 Then again, as Butcher suggests, both Jewish coins and Nabataean coins could have 
enjoyed a wide circulation independent of “any ethnic associations.”819  
Whatever the situation in Syria contributing to or preventing the passage of coins to 
Antioch, finds originating from outside the Levant are still at a minimum. For this period, only 
one additional coin came from Egypt. Eight more come from Rome. Three of these coins are 
denarii dated to the reign of Vespasian. Two are provincial SC coins minted by Rome for 
circulation within Syria, possibly coinciding with a greater interest and activity of the central 
                                                           
816 Butcher 2004, p. 177.  
817 See Waage 1952, p. 87. 
818 Meshorer 1982, pp. 97-98. See also Butcher 2004, p. 177; Butcher 1998, p. 236. 
819 Butcher 2004, p. 177; Butcher 1996, p. 108.  
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government in the Near East (see Chapter 2). The final three are small imperial bronzes. Overall, 
however, Roman coin finds do not have a significant presence across Syria before the second 
century CE.    
 Among the finds dating to the Antonine period, only one coin from Caesarea Maritima 
originated from the southern Levant (ill. 5.11). The assemblage also continues to lack coin finds 
from Phoenicia. Only eighteen coins come from four northern Syrian cities (Seleucia Pieria, 
Laodicea ad Mare, Cyrrhus, and Zeugma). This is somewhat surprising because of the growing 
number of issuing cities during this period.820 Beyond Syria, a few coins do come from a wider 
array of eastern provinces including Egypt (9 coins), Cyprus (1 coin), Pamphylia (1 coin), 
Cappadocia (1 coin), and Mesopotamia (1 coin). Once again, it is impossible to tell whether 
these foreign finds came to the city because of increased troop movement or public traffic 
through the city.   
Illustration	  5.11:	  The	  origins	  of	  Antonine	  foreign	  coin	  finds	  at	  Antioch.	  
 
 
                                                           
820 See T. B. Jones 1963, p. 312.  
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In contrast to these few finds, 92 bronze and silver coins from the mint at Rome appear in 
the Antonine assemblage. Coins from Rome have a negligible presence among the finds of 
earlier periods, but represent 17% of the total Antonine assemblage. This strong presence 
accounts for the increase in the total representation of foreign coins to 22.7% mentioned earlier 
(ill. 5.9). Because Waage’s report combines the central Roman finds from Antioch and Seleucia 
Pieria, it is possible that the number of Roman coins is inflated. Still, as coin assemblages from 
other Syrian sites demonstrate that Roman coin was more prevalent in the East by the second 
century BCE, it is certain that a number reached Antioch as well. 
The majority of these coins are regular imperial bronze and a few silver denarii of the 
Roman mint dating from Trajan through Marcus Aurelius. Almost a third of the coins, however, 
have been recently attributed to the mint at Rome as issues struck for circulation in Syria. Their 
types include provincial SC issues, coins with the Greek legend ΔΗΜΑΡΧ ΕΞ ΥΠΑΤ Β in place 
of the Latin titles for the emperor, and special coins struck for the Koinon of Syria. Since all 
these coin finds date to the reign of Trajan, it is reasonable to link the presence of most to the 
emperor’s Parthian campaigns (see below).821 After all, Antioch became the focus of Roman 
investment as a political and military center during this time (see Chapter 2).822  
Of finds dating to the Severan period, the 63 foreign coins within the Antiochene 
assemblage primarily originate from Syria and the territories immediately surrounding it (ill. 
5.12). Despite this constricted range, the finds represent an even higher number of issuing 
authorities. The 27 coin finds from Syria come from the cities directly around Antioch (Laodicea 
                                                           
821 For the provincial SC issues, see Waage 1952, nos. 1016-1017. Waage attributed these to the mint at Antioch, but 
see Butcher 2004, pp. 35-38, 406-412. For the coins of the Koinon of Syria, see Waage 1952, nos. 400-401. Waage 
had also attributed these to the mint at Antioch, but see Butcher 2004, p. 409. For coins bearing the legend 
ΔΗΜΑΡΧ ΕΞ ΥΠΑΤ Β, see Waage 1952, nos. 390-399. Traditionally attributed to Caesarea in Cappadocia, Waage 
argues that the amount found at Antioch meant that they were struck in this city. For the attribution to Rome, see 
McAlee 2007, p. 192; Butcher 2004, pp. 35-38, 409.  
822 Butcher 2012, p. 469.  
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ad Mare, Seleucia Pieria), to the northeast (Zeugma, Hierapolis), and, once again, Phoenician 
sites to the south (Aradus, Hierapolis, Zeugma, Sidon, Tyre, Berytus, Tripolis, Emesa, and 
Caesarea ad Libanum). Across the river from Zeugma, the Mesopotamian sites of Carrhae and 
Edessa are also represented by four coins. This assemblage reflects the greater diversity of 
issuing authorities in the region during the later Roman imperial period, even if the total quantity 
of foreign finds is too small to consider these coins as currency circulating at Antioch.823      
Illustration	  5.12:	  The	  origins	  of	  Severan	  foreign	  coin	  finds	  at	  Antioch.	  
 
To the west, Cilicia is represented by seven coins from Adana, Anazarbus, Aegeae, and 
Tarsus. Nine additional coins originated from Cappadocia and central and western Asia Minor. 
These collective finds are the first relatively substantive body of coins from this territory to 
appear in the Roman imperial assemblage. This is somewhat surprising, because of the proximity 
of these regions to each other and the common traffic passing through them (see Chapter 2). 
Then again, it may be that either denominational or political restraints discussed in Chapter 1 
limited the movement of these coins. The general rarity of coins from Cilicia and Asia Minor in 
                                                           
823 Compare with Evans 2006, p. 40.  
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the northern Levant would suggest that whatever the political, geographic, or economic ties 
between the two regions, these coins did not circulate in Roman Syria.824 Cappadocian bronze 
coins more commonly appear than silver, but also not in extensive quantities within Syria; they 
too did not likely circulate within the Levant.825 The absence of both Pontic and Peloponnesian 
bronzes dating to the Severan period is harder to explain because these coins do appear on other 
Syrian sites.826 This could be a fluke of the Antiochene assemblage or it may indicate that the 
Antiochenes exercised tighter regulation of their circulating currency than other cities (see 
below).  
Sixteen coins from Rome complete the foreign finds in the assemblage of the Severan 
period. This is a remarkably lower quantity than in the previous era. The fact that the Roman 
mint no longer appears to have produced coins for circulation in Syria accounts for a portion of 
this drop in finds. It may be that the introduction of new imperial types produced at Antioch 
necessitated less of a need for Roman imports to the East (see below).    
 Among the 81 foreign coins dating to the later third century CE, two patterns emerge (ill. 
5.13). First, a scattering of coin finds comes from cities within the Levant: Jerusalem (1 coin), 
Neapolis (2 coins), Tyre (2 coins), Heliopolis (1 coin), and Laodicea ad Mare (7 coins). A group 
of coin finds also originated northeast of the city from Cyrrhus (2 coins), Hierapolis (1 coin), 
Edessa (4 coins), Samosata (3 coins), Carrhae (1 coin), and even as far as Singara (1 coin). A 
small cluster of coins also emanates from Cilicia: Anazarbus (2 coins), Aegeae (2 coins), Solio-
Pompeiopolis (1 coin), and Colybrassus (1 coin). The second pattern to emerge from the finds of 
the later third century CE is the greater presence of coins from imperial mints further west. In 
addition to Rome, the mint of Cyzicus (6 coins), Thessalonica (1 coin), Viminacium (1 coin), 
                                                           
824 Butcher 2004, p. 176.   
825 Butcher 2004, pp. 176-177. See Bland 1996, p. 68.  
826 Howgego 1985, pp. 26-28; Butcher 2004, pp. 178-179.  
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and even Milan (3 coins) are represented within the assemblage at Antioch. The Roman imperial 
currency system had already begun the transition to a more uniform body of currency, of which 
Antioch was a part. It is not surprising that this would be reflected within the coin finds of the 
city, even though local production continued.    
Illustration	  5.13:	  The	  origins	  of	  foreign	  coin	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  dating	  to	  the	  later	  third	  century	  CE.	  	  
 
 The 890 foreign finds dating to the late antique period reflect the end of Antioch’s and 
the East’s transition away from Roman provincial coinage to a homogenous currency system. At 
33.8% of the total assemblage, there can be no doubt that these non-Antiochene coins circulated 
within the city. From the central empire are coins from the mints at Panticapaeum, Cyzicus, 
Nicomedia, Heraclea, and Thessalonica. Further west, the mints of Rome, Siscia, Aquileia, 
Treves, Lyons, Arles, and even Tarragona in Spain all have a presence in the finds. Nonetheless, 
the finds are still weighted towards the mints of the eastern Mediterranean. The mints of greater 
Asia Minor constitute 68% of the total foreign finds, and Egypt accounts for 12%.  
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Interpretation of the Coin Assemblage at Antioch 
 As a whole assemblage, the coins excavated at Antioch testify to great change within the 
city over time (ill. 5.4). Coins minted at Antioch reign supreme within the city, but for different 
reasons at different periods of time. The finds reflect not only how distinct issuing authorities 
minted coins at Antioch, but also the evolution of currency circulating within city limits. Both 
intricately linked aspects are considered in the following interpretation of the assemblage. 
	  
The Pre-Roman Assemblage at Antioch 
The overwhelming majority of central coins in the Late Seleucid period assemblage 
reflects the strong presence of the Seleucid government at Antioch (ill. 5.4). In addition to many 
Antiochene minted issues, at least half of the non-Antiochene coins present in the city’s 
assemblage are from western cities also minting for the Seleucid government. The brief 
experiment of civic coinage at Antioch and other cities – perhaps reflecting either an extension 
of rights or a bid for autonomy – barely registers in the assemblage (see Chapter 3). Two small 
hoards of this period, reportedly from Antioch, suggest a similar pattern in the silver; all the 
coins are Seleucid royal issues with the majority minted at Antioch.827 We can perhaps speculate 
that the high proportion of central issues within the assemblage at Antioch demonstrates a less 
open currency policy within the Seleucid capital or, at the very least, some impediment to non-
royal coins moving into the city as the empire’s borders constricted. In contrast, the high 
percentage of specifically Antiochene finds in comparison to coins from other Seleucid mints 
does not likely reflect any intentional selection by officials. Rather, it extends from the fact that 
Antioch housed the major mint for the western Seleucid government. In other words, the issues 
                                                           
827 IGCH 1558, 1570. No. 1558 contains ten+ silver dating to Antiochus VI and minted at Antioch. No. 1570 
contains eight silver coins dating to Antiochus VIII; seven were minted at Antioch and one was minted at Ptolemais.  
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from Antioch clearly overwhelmed what else circulated in the city – Seleucid or otherwise –
because of the massive output of the mint and the availability of the coin within the city.828  
The vast changes in the assemblage at Antioch among finds of the first century BCE 
reflect the breakdown of the Seleucid government and the control it had over the city. The last 
royal issue appearing in the assemblage at Antioch is a single bronze coin of Antiochus XI (92 
BCE).829 From this point on, the ability of the city to mint its own civic bronze in lieu of royal 
bronze defines the period finds (ill. 5.4). That this does not change through dynastic conflict, 
foreign usurpation, and Roman annexation speaks to the continuity of some form of control by 
the Antiochenes in terms of the coins they issued and what circulated within their territory. To 
the first, the coin types remain fairly standard throughout this period and change only slightly 
with the addition of new titles or a new civic era; no clear attempt to modify this type was made 
by any of the external claimants to the city.830 To the second, the minimal amount of foreign coin 
finds in the first century BCE assemblage also suggests a city acting on its own. The 
Antiochenes either intentionally monitored circulating currency within city environs or felt little 
impetus or need to draw in coins from elsewhere, including the other nearby issuing cities. The 
absence of Roman coins within Antioch’s assemblage is common throughout the Far East and 
perhaps reflects the loose involvement of the central government following annexation. 
 
The First Century CE Assemblage at Antioch 
The somewhat more active involvement of the Roman government at Antioch and in the 
Near East during the first century CE has a mixed effect on the assemblage (ill. 5.4). Once again, 
Antioch’s own coins represent a majority of finds with other Syrian issues noticeably absent. The 
                                                           
828 See Aperghis 2004, pp. 236, 245; Mørkholm 1984, pp. 93-97; Houghton 2012, p. 247.  
829 Waage 1952, no. 245. 
830 The silver coin contains the name of the legatus. See RPC I, p. 585. 
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lack of Phoenician finds may demonstrate a difference in currency pools, but any conclusions 
here must await the wider distribution study. The new presence of coins from the southern 
Levant may hint at a growing, but incomplete territorial definition of the province. The 
Antiochenes nevertheless continued to produce and circulate their own civic coins within city 
limits, as it is evident that these coins still represent over a third of the period’s assemblage. The 
only apparent concession to the new central government displayed on these coins is the addition 
of the emperor’s image and the name of the legatus. In contrast, the new and substantial body of 
provincial SC coins reveals a tangible expression of the Roman government’s increasing 
involvement in the East. Not only did Antioch mint these new types with the emperor’s portrait 
and without any explicit ties to the city, at 45% of the assemblage, it is clear that these coins also 
circulated within the city. 
 As mentioned earlier, much of the first century CE assemblage dates to the Julio-
Claudian period with only 30 of the 327 coins definitively dated to the Flavian era. Only ten of 
the Flavian coins are non-Antiochene, a low number but not entirely surprising. Coins from 
Phoenician cities were already rare by this point in the assemblage at Antioch, so their continued 
absence is understandable. Compared to the Julio-Claudian period, fewer eastern cities issued 
coins during the Flavian period and less frequently; in theory, this means less neighboring coins 
in circulation.831 The low quantity of Antiochene coin finds is harder to explain, especially as 
scholars speculate that the output of both silver and provincial SC bronze was substantial at 
Antioch under Vespasian and certainly during the time of Domitian.832 Once again, the absence 
of silver coin finds from Antioch’s mint is to be expected. The dearth of bronze products within 
                                                           
831 Butcher 2004, pp. 34-35; RPC II, pp. 14, 18, 268.  
832 This estimate, to the best of my knowledge, is not based upon die estimates, but rather a general impression from 
existing types. See RPC II, p. 268; Butcher 2004, pp. 34-35.  
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the archaeological record could also relate to the vagaries of survival, but clues in the finds point 
to historical circumstances within the city and region during the Flavian period.  
First, although the actual count of finds for this period is low, Flavian-era activity has left 
its mark on the coins of the earlier periods. For example, already mentioned are the Domitian-era 
(c. 83-96 CE) countermarks on at least eight of the first century CE provincial SC bronze. 
According to Butcher, the countermark also appears elsewhere on large civic issues with the 
imperial portrait.833 The purpose was likely to keep older coins in circulation.   
 Equally worth noting in the assemblage at Antioch is the appearance of a number of 
halved coins. The practice of cutting a coin in half appears at various times throughout the 
ancient world, but scholars tie most of these instances to attempts to create a smaller 
denomination from currency already in circulation.834 In the Antiochene assemblage, over sixty 
of the Julio-Claudian bronze coins minted by the city have been cut in half in what appears to be 
a deliberate attempt to preserve either the face or the back of the head. These halved coin finds 
date from Augustus through Nero and include both civic and provincial types.835 McAlee 
identified several halved Antiochene SC coins in his personal collection, which date from the 
Flavian period to the reign of Trajan.836  
It is possible that the halving took place at Antioch under individual rulers, perhaps as 
early as Augustus. However, Leonard’s wider study of halved coin finds in the Roman Near East 
– 55% of which were Antiochene in origin – identified two periods to which the majority of 
halved coins date.837 The greatest period of halving seems to have occurred between 36-85 CE in 
                                                           
833 Butcher 2004, p. 189.  
834 Leonard 1993, pp. 363-370; Scheers 2000, p. 529; Kroll 1993, pp. 92-93; McAlee 2007, p. 24. Meshorer’s theory 
1989, p. 78, that the halved legate coins appearing at Masada were a form of Jewish protest is unlikely.   
835 See Waage 1952, p. 35.  
836 McAlee 2007, p. 24.  
837 Doyen 1987, p. 72, believed the halved coin of Augustus in the assemblage at Tell Abou Danne to be 
contemporary with the abandonment of the site in 15-20 CE rather than from a later visitor. Waage 1952, p. 35, 
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the half-century before and after the first Jewish war.838 A second, smaller peak took place 
between 86-135 CE around the time of Trajan’s Parthian expedition and the Bar Kokhba Revolt. 
The general correspondence between times of war and halved coins led Leonard to tie the 
practice to the Roman military, which periodically needed to create small change for internal 
use.839 Butcher agreed that the military could be responsible, but proposed that civic authorities 
also halved as “an expedient way to produce a smaller denomination in contexts where such 
denominations were not otherwise readily available.”840 These halved coins have been noted at a 
handful of other sites in the East including Berytus.841    
 In addition to the countermarks and halving that took place during this time, other 
evidence comes from the uneven distribution of types produced at Antioch during the Flavian 
period. Unlike bronze production under the Julio-Claudians, the mint at Antioch during the 
Flavian period concentrated on provincial SC types with only a few issues of civic coinage 
produced under Vespasian alone. For the reign of Domitian, only provincial SC coins were 
produced at Antioch during or before 83 CE.842 The finds from Antioch reflect this imbalance as 
only two of the twenty Flavian finds are civic in type.843 
This bias in the types minted is met with another inconsistency in the archaeological 
record. Butcher noticed in his study of the finds from Antioch that Flavian coins with Domitian’s 
portrait outnumber those with Titus and Vespasian. It is not clear from his text whether Butcher 
was only referring to the assemblage at Antioch or additional excavation or museum finds, but 
the Antioch assemblage does have three coins of Vespasian, one with the portrait of Titus, and 
                                                           
thought the halving occurred during the time of Nero, but left open the possibility that these coins were cut in a later 
period.  
838 See Sawaya 2005, p. 149; Sawaya 2011, p. 379.  
839 Leonard 1993, pp. 363-370. See McAlee 2007, p. 24.   
840 Butcher 2004, p. 215.  
841 See Butcher 2001-2002, nos. 279, 482-485, 503-518. 
842 Butcher 2004, pp. 34-35; McAlee 2007, pp. 152-183; RPC II, pp. 286-289; Carradice 1983, p. 17.   
843 Waage 1952, pp. 362-363. 
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fourteen of Domitian. This distribution is hardly conclusive, but lending support to Butcher’s 
observation is the fact that among the coin finds from Dura, 125 coins are for Domitian and only 
seventeen are for Vespasian.844 Butcher suggests that authorities in the later Flavian period 
withdrew earlier Antiochene coins of Vespasian and Titus from circulation to recycle the metal 
for new issues of Domitian.845 Chemical analysis of six provincial SC coins dating to the reign of 
Domitian does indicate that some re-melting occurred.846    
 When all these facets of Antioch’s mint and assemblage are considered together, it 
becomes clear that the few finds of the Flavian era in the Antiochene assemblage actually 
represent only a small portion of the currency for this time period. Although certainty is beyond 
the scope of the evidence, it is worth considering why people within Antioch, which had access 
to a major mint, would resort to other means to supplement its currency. When the evidence is 
taken as a whole – the small amount of finds, the countermarking, the halved coins, the 
preference for provincial over municipal bronze coins, the lean towards Domitian finds – an 
impression emerges which indicates a shortage of bronze at Antioch during the Flavian period.847  
 We can hypothesize how this situation developed at Antioch. For the reign of Vespasian, 
Downey believed that in addition to minting imperial silver and gold for Vespasian, Antioch also 
produced weapons.848 With bronze supplies directed towards this military production, an 
alternative source of bronze coinage was brought in temporarily via the orichalcum issues from 
Rome, which do seem to have supplied the region with provincial issues before 76/77 CE.849 In 
fact, two of the finds from the Princeton excavations may be of this type.850 Smaller change – 
                                                           
844 Bellinger 1949, nos. 1613-1615, 1621-1627.   
845 Butcher 2004, pp. 34-35, 141, 151.  
846 Carter 1983, pp. 28, 36-37.  
847 On a tie suggested between countermarking and halving of coins, see Scheers 2000, p. 529.  
848 Downey 1961, p. 204.  
849 RPC II, p. 286.  
850 Waage 1952, no. 369. Waage highlighted these coins as different (p. 37). See Butcher 2004, p. 407, no. 5.  
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what civic coinage would have accommodated (see Chapter 3) – may have been provided by 
Julio-Claudian issues still in circulation and/or by halving earlier coins of a higher 
denomination.851 Eventually, as Roman involvement continued in the region with more efforts 
aimed at consolidating the region, enough bronze materials were rerouted to Antioch’s mint for 
the production of both provincial and civic issues after 76/77 CE.852 The importance of 
tetradrachms to the military and the Near East necessitated that silver production not stop in a 
similar fashion.853   
 A shortage of bronze continued into Domitian’s reign, perhaps resulting from ongoing 
military action in the region and/or a general depression in the region. We might note the general 
lack of bronze minting elsewhere in the north through the second half of the first century CE, 
perhaps in a small way reflecting the depression in the southern Levant following the first Jewish 
revolt.854 In order to generate enough metal to meet the continued need for bronze coins, a 
general withdrawal of coins took place for a brief issue of provincial SC coins during or before 
83 CE. Whatever the size of this output, it clearly did not meet demand as a slew of coins were 
then countermarked with Athena/Minerva as a way of keeping earlier coins in circulation. 
Halving coins to create smaller denominations could have begun or continued through this 
period as well.      
 By the end of the first century CE, a change appears to have taken place within Antioch. 
Whereas traditional civic bronze continued its pre-Roman importance at the beginning of this 
century, by the end its importance had somewhat diminished in favor of alternative means of 
                                                           
851 See Harl 1987, p. 113: “Civic aes, often struck sporadically and in relatively few numbers, met daily needs 
because they circulated for a long time within a restricted radius of their place of origin.”  
852 See Millar 1993b, pp. 84ff; Butcher 2003, pp. 43-44.  
853 Butcher 2004, pp. 70-79. According to Butcher, enough links exist between the silver issues of Rome, Caesarea 
in Cappadocia, Antioch, and Alexandria to suggest some cohesion between the mints during this period, likely under 
imperial direction.  
854 See Evans 2006, pp. 37-38.  
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making small denominations. In contrast, provincial bronze rose in importance with outsourcing, 
re-melting, and countermarking ensuring its continued circulation within the city even during 
times of shortage. Non-Antiochene coins – even that of neighboring cities – serve no important 
purpose within the currency. Of course, what agents were responsible for these changes in 
production and circulation are not clear, but the general implication is that civic and imperial 
officials all had some influence – however indirect – on the city’s assemblage and therefore on 
Antioch itself.  
  
The Antonine Assemblage at Antioch 
The prominence of the provincial SC coins increases within the finds of the second 
century CE (ill. 5.4). An explanation for the prolonged significance of this type may extend from 
its use by the central Roman government, specifically in regards to the growing military activity 
within the city. Scholars have suggested that provincial SC coins served an integral function as 
small change for the military (see Chapter 3). A clear sign that the military did make use of this 
type of coin during this time period is presented by a Syrian hoard buried during the reign of 
Trajan.855 The hoard contains 164 bronze coins dating primarily to the first century CE. Over 
half of these coins are countermarked, many with the stamps of four different Roman legions. 
Almost 83% of the hoard is Antiochene in origin – mostly of the provincial SC type – and two of 
the three non-legionary countermarks are from Antioch. Brunk believes the coins were 
countermarked within the city while the army wintered there during the Parthian campaign and 
served to validate “the very worn bronze coinage in circulation around the city.”856  
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The legionary countermarks on Antiochene coins do demonstrate the importance of these 
types to the Roman army, but because the countermarks are on earlier coins, this says nothing 
explicitly about the influence of the military on new production during the Antonine period or 
their presence within the Antiochene assemblage. It is true that Antioch served as a military 
headquarters during the “aggression and expansion” of the Antonines towards the East.857 
However, as Howgego points out, no legionary countermarks were found on the coin finds 
within Antioch, and it is more likely that the coins in the hoard were countermarked within a 
camp on the eastern limes.858 Still, the growing percentage of provincial SC coin finds in the 
assemblage at Antioch is intriguing. Army involvement will have to remain a possibility both for 
the continued production of provincial SC coins and their increasing appearance as finds at 
Antioch, especially as legionary countermarks appear more frequently on these issues than any 
other coins minted or found in the region.859  
While the provincial coins were of clear importance within the circulating currency at 
Antioch, it is difficult to make a similar case for the civic issues at Antioch. No civic coins were 
produced during the time of Trajan. As in the Flavian period, the gap in civic minting at Antioch 
during this time may be that in a time of war like Trajan’s Parthian expeditions, Antioch 
produced only provincial SC bronzes; smaller denominations could have been provided by 
halving coins. Civic issues do appear for the reigns of Nerva, Hadrian, Antoninus Pius, and 
Marcus Aurelius, reflecting more regular production than under the Flavians. However, from 
93% of the assemblage in the first century BCE to almost 34% during the first century CE, 
Antioch’s civic coinage now represents only 12% of the Antonine finds. The presence of Roman 
imperial coins, representing slightly more than 17% of the assemblage, lends further evidence for 
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the ever-growing involvement of the central government within the city during this period. This 
perhaps occurred at the expense of the Antiochenes’ own civic production (see Chapter 11).    
At some point during the joint rule of Commodus and Marcus Aurelius, likely around 
177 CE, the mint at Antioch stopped producing coins of any metal or type. The absence of 
Antiochene coinage is conspicuous among the finds of the city. Bronze coins of other cities 
continue to appear for this period, but none in any quantities indicating they replaced Antiochene 
issues. Butcher believes the reign of Commodus at the end of the second century CE was a 
period of “relatively low output in northern Syria.”860 Perhaps earlier coin issues were sufficient; 
after all, production of civic coins was not constant, and no historical circumstances recommend 
any extra need for provincial SC coins as in earlier years.861 No reason exists to tie this pause of 
the mint to a punishment of the city by Marcus Aurelius for its support of the usurper Avidius 
Cassius. The revolt was in 175 CE, but bronze production at Antioch continued at least two years 
afterwards.862 
 
The Severan Assemblage at Antioch  
There are few coin finds dating to the early years of the Severan period, surely because of 
a continued suspension in Antiochene minting. By the time of the Severans, Antioch still had not 
resumed bronze production, even though silver production had already occurred for Pescennius 
Niger and cities surrounding Antioch continued to issue civic bronze. Tensions between Antioch 
and the ruling imperial authority are usually invoked to explain Antioch’s prolonged pause in 
bronze production. The traditional explanation is that as part of the city’s punishment for 
supporting Pescennius Niger in his bid for the imperial throne, Septimius Severus moved 
                                                           
860 Butcher 2004, pp. 23, 41.  
861 See Harl 1987, p. 113.  
862 Butcher 2004, p. 218. 
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Antioch’s minting rights to Laodicea ad Mare (see Chapter 2).863 But whatever punishment 
Antioch received occurred around 194 CE, almost a decade after the mint at Antioch had stopped 
producing bronze.864 Antioch appears to have regained whatever rights it had lost as early as 198 
CE, over a decade before the next bronze issue from the city’s mint.865  
Perhaps the pause at Antioch’s mint actually betrays the changing circumstances of the 
city at the end of the Roman imperial period, rather than reflecting one specific cause. It appears 
that, at least temporarily, the central government commandeered the mint(s) at Antioch. In his 
bid for the imperial seat, Pescennius Niger minted denarii at Antioch, Alexandria, and Caesarea 
in Cappadocia. He perhaps used the imperial rather than provincial type to send a message about 
the legitimacy of his claim.866 Recent scholars suggest that Septimius Severus continued minting 
imperial silver at Antioch in his early reign until around 197 CE to fund his many campaigns.867  
It is possible that provincial and civic production at Antioch did not fit into this scheme 
of imperial minting. A comparison to the situation at the mint in Rome may prove helpful, 
especially as Antioch was well on its way to becoming an imperial mint. According to Abdy, in 
order to meet military demand for silver, the Roman mint curtailed base metal production, which 
was of decreasing importance within the camps as army pay increased.868 Perhaps at Antioch as 
well, if the imperial silver production was geared towards the military during the Parthian 
campaigns, little demand existed at this time for provincial SC bronze issues as well.869 Of 
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867 Buttrey 1992, pp. xx-xxi; Butcher 1996, p. 103; Butcher 2004, pp. 98-108; Abdy 2012, pp. 502-503. Butcher 
2004, p. 104, does open the possibility that the silver mint at Antioch physically moved to Laodicea during the 
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course, once this wave of imperial production passed and Septimius Severus moved back to the 
West, provincial minting at Antioch could resume.   
Indeed, the production of silver tetradrachms resumed at Antioch at the very earliest in 
202 CE, almost ten years after Severus took power; even then, production could have been 
intermittent. According to Butcher, it was not until the sole reign of Caracalla that “production 
resumed on a massive scale, this time involving a large number of mints located in cities all over 
the Levant.”870 The extension of silver production to so many cities must have been organized by 
the Roman bureaucracy to meet a regional demand and/or the need of troops still stationed in the 
East.871 By this point, tetradrachms had a much lower silver content than before.872 This may 
have driven earlier silver out of circulation per Gresham’s Law as many eastern third century 
hoards begin with silver issued under Septimius Severus.873 Only three silver tetradrachms found 
at Antioch and dating to Elagabalus testify to this new production.874   
Provincial bronze production also resumed at Antioch under Caracalla. At almost 63% of 
the assemblage, the provincial SC type clearly continued to have importance within Antioch (ill. 
5.4). This is despite the proposal that the larger hybrid coins were meant to replace the provincial 
SC coins as the major bronze unit (see Chapter 3).875 The percentage of these civic coins does 
increase to almost 27% of the assemblage, but does not surpass the presence of the provincial SC 
coins. The provincial SC coins may have been still too deeply entrenched in the currency system 
of the city to be phased out at this point. They also could have continued to serve imperial needs 
in the region as well, perhaps still supplying the military.876  
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The Importance of Antiochene Coins at Antioch during the Roman Imperial Period 
 As the post-Severan period indicates a different pattern in the assemblage, it is fitting to 
pause here and consider a question posed at the beginning of the chapter: why do Antioch’s own 
coins represent a consistently high percentage of the city’s assemblage during the Roman 
imperial period? After all, other cities even in the immediate vicinity were issuing their own 
coinage, and yet this accounts for only a minimal percentage of the record. Geographical 
obstacles would have prevented some movement as could provincial boundaries.877 Internal 
connections provided by the coast and the Orontes River still should have encouraged wider 
circulation of at least the coins of the Tetrapolis cities and those cities on the Orontes (see 
Chapter 2).  
As mentioned in Chapter 1, Butcher has argued that civic authorities within Syria 
regulated which coins would be accepted as currency within city limits. In the case of Antioch, 
Butcher proposes that city officials limited acceptable currency to only Antiochene coin.878 Non-
Antiochene bronze coins which appear regularly in limited quantities within the assemblage – 
such as that from Seleucia Pieria – demonstrate that these coins moved and potentially circulated 
in the region (see Chapter 6), but not necessarily their use within city limits.879 This is an 
attractive proposal, especially since no other city’s coinage appears to have filled the void left by 
the major gaps in Antiochene production (see above). In fact, halving and countermarking occur 
before any alternative coinage is introduced. The only obvious exception in the assemblage at 
Antioch is the provincial SC issues from Rome, which may have been geared towards imperial 
business in the region. If Butcher is right, Antioch’s assemblage would highlight an autonomous 
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aspect of the Antiochene government separate from whatever mandates the Roman bureaucracy 
imposed on the provincial center.      
 Then again, one has to wonder whether the uneven coin finds at Antioch represent an 
active and strict policy by the Antiochene municipal government to set currency limits or are the 
indirect result of the relatively strong and consistent production of coins at Antioch compared to 
other regional mints. In other words, the products of the Antiochene mint(s) may simply have 
overwhelmed what else could be used within the city and what therefore appears within the 
archaeological record. Such a situation would be similar to what appears to have happened 
during the late Seleucid period. 
Deciding between these two explanations is equally difficult in assemblages comparable 
to Antioch’s, where local production appears to overwhelm all other sources of coinage. For 
example, in the Athenian Agora excavations, coins minted by Athens represent 94% of the 3,680 
Roman provincial coins. With the exception of sixty coins from Corinth, all other coins are a 
hodgepodge of finds that originated from Greece to Cilicia.880 MacDonald noted a similar pattern 
for Corinth and Tarsus.881 Johnston demonstrates that minting cities in Asia Minor often reveal a 
higher percentage of that city’s own coin, though perhaps not as high as at Antioch or Athens 
(see Chapter 6).882 It is debatable whether this reflects an official city policy which created a 
closed system or simply a local preference for easily available local coins.  
Kroll argues that more flexibility existed in the currency at Athens before the entrance of 
the Romans, as about 20% of the coins from the fourth and third centuries BCE are non-Attic. 
With the exception of the first century CE when Athens did not mint coins, greater civic 
regulation of circulating currency may be indicated during later centuries, when non-Attic finds 
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only range between 2-12%. Like the few Canadian coins currently circulating within the United 
States, a similar shape and appearance of these foreign coins may have allowed them to slide by 
in transactions, but Kroll says “this is hardly the same as official acceptability. No foreign coin 
could ever enjoy the advantage of legally enforced circulation and could always be refused, in 
which case its owner would have to go to the money-changers and take the best exchange he was 
offered.”883 More evidence is needed for Athens, Corinth, Tarsus, and certainly Antioch. 
However, if Kroll is correct for Athens, Butcher may also be right to conclude that the 
predominance of Antiochene coinage in Antioch’s assemblage is a reflection of stricter 
municipal control.  
 
The Assemblage of the Later Third Century CE and Late Antique Periods  
Antioch’s assemblage in the post-Severan period for the balance of the third century CE 
shows a break in the pattern of coin finds of earlier periods (ill. 5.4). For the first time, Roman 
central coinage represents almost 60% of the finds. Most of these coins still originate from 
Antioch, which served as a mint for antoniniani from c. 240 CE to 285 CE.884 A hoard buried 
around 253 CE attributed to Antioch reportedly contained c. 1,500 tetradrachms and antoniniani 
from the reign of Trebonianus Gallus and Volusian, all from the mint at Antioch. Metcalf 
describes the rude style of these coins and links them with a hasty production for the support of 
troops.885 A second hoard from roughly the same time contains 350 silver coins dating from Nero 
through Trebonianus Gallus, once again, the majority of which are tetradrachms from Antioch.886      
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As for other types produced at Antioch, no provincial SC coin appears for this period, 
though production continued to the reign of Philip I (244-249 CE). In contrast, the appearance of 
hybrid issues of Antioch is fairly consistent and still represents almost 33% of the assemblage. 
Again, these issues probably demonstrate the continued local importance of this type of bronze 
coin, at least until the reign of Valerian (253-260 CE).887 The overall absence of the provincial 
SC coins, even though the mint continued to produce this type, could indicate the Antiochenes’ 
preference for their own coins over the provincial issues. Indeed, civic coin production at 
Antioch outlasted provincial SC production by roughly ten years. The absence of provincial SC 
coins could also show the declining interest in the imperial bureaucracy for this type, especially 
as the government moved to a different currency system. 888 Civic bronze from other issuing 
cities of the time still remains minimal, perhaps indicating some last vestige of regulation by the 
Antiochene civic government.  
The end of provincial coinage by Late Antiquity made such regulation unnecessary; a 
standardized coinage now circulated throughout the Roman Empire. This is demonstrated in a 
particularly dramatic fashion by the drop of Antiochene-minted coins to 66% of the finds (see ill. 
5.3). Antioch still housed an important mint producing solely for the central government, but 
unlike the Seleucid period in which Antioch-minted coins represent almost 88% of the 
assemblage, Antioch was not the only important mint. Unlike the Roman imperial period where 
Antiochene coinage never drops below 75%, Antioch no longer produced a unique provincial 
type. True enough, the drop to 66% during the late antique period could reflect the combination 
of imperial finds from Seleucia Pieria and Antioch in Waage’s report. However, it more 
plausibly indicates Antioch’s place in a truly homogenized currency system. Producing the same 
                                                           
887 See McAlee 2007, pp. 390-391. 
888 Howgego 1985, pp. 21-24, 65-68; Howgego 1982, pp. 10-11; Burnett 1987, p. 63. For a list of all the Greek 
countermarks found on SC coins of Antioch, see McAlee 2007, Appendix I.  
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types ensured the wider integration of coins from individual mints, because coins could be easily 
exchanged in the city, the region, and abroad. The assemblage at Antioch testifies to this, as 
imperial mints outside of Syria – Alexandria in Egypt and Asian sites like Cyzicus, Nicomedia 
and Constantinople – now represent over 30% of the finds.889     
 
Conclusions 
 Both the coins minted at Antioch and what circulated within city limits present a 
remarkable window into the city’s evolution through Roman annexation. If we extrapolate from 
these coins and their significance as representatives of different issuing authorities, the bare 
bones of a pattern begin to emerge.  
After serving as an important center for the Seleucid government, the Antiochenes 
exercised a great deal of autonomy throughout the first century BCE. The city’s annexation into 
the Roman Empire begins to show on the coins only in a small way at the very end of this period 
with a slight addition in iconography. This is consistent with arguments made in Chapter 2 based 
upon other historical sources. The governors and their administration may have used Antioch as 
a center, but this did not necessarily interrupt the internal operations of the civic government. 
The Roman government began to have a greater affect on the city in the Julio-Claudian 
period with the introduction of a new provincial coin. This still did not erase the Antiochenes’ 
ability to promote themselves through their continued civic production. By the Flavian period, 
however, Roman military action within the region temporarily relieved the Antiochenes of their 
civic production and may have driven bronze resources elsewhere. The Roman imperial presence 
and pressure increased even further during the Parthian campaigns of Trajan’s reign. The 
Antiochenes started minting again only after this emperor’s reign, but even then, the coins are 
                                                           
889 See Evans 2006, p. 43.  
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missing their earlier prominence in a currency pool defined by provincial issues and Roman 
coins. All in all, the period from the Flavians through the second century CE appears to have 
been a more important transitional point in the Roman integration of Antioch than years prior. 
Local civic institutions continued to exist and were not replaced, but the Roman government 
clearly manipulated the city more actively than before and at times overshadowed it.   
 The Roman government’s greatest involvement at Antioch can be seen from the third 
century CE onwards. At the start of the Severan period, Antioch’s mint was momentarily 
usurped by the central government for its own purposes. Once again, this was not permanent, and 
the Antiochenes regained control over their civic coin production. This gain mattered little in the 
long run. Not only was the production of provincial and civic coinage replaced with the minting 
of only central coins, but Antioch also emerged as an important imperial center for the empire of 
Late Antiquity.   
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Chapter 6: Coin Finds in Syria 
 
This chapter examines the distribution of Antiochene coins within the borders of the 
Roman province of Syria. As discussed in Chapter 2, the territorial definition of “Syria” 
fluctuated before and after the region’s annexation into the Roman Empire. The following 
regional study focuses on the territory most consistently within the provincial boundaries of the 
High Roman Empire, namely northern Syria, the area of Commagene along the upper Euphrates 
River, Phoenicia, and the desert region surrounding Palmyra. Coin assemblages recovered from 
fifteen excavations and 35 hoards provide a fairly extensive coverage of this “Syria,” but 
especially for the western half of the province and major inland trade routes.  
 Several of the sites and hoards in the following chapter were already briefly surveyed by 
Butcher (2004), but this chapter expands both his chronological and geographical limits. The 
goal is to present a clearer visualization of the long-term distribution patterns and, by extension, 
circulation of Antiochene coins, especially in comparison to the finds from Antioch.890 This 
chapter first discusses the single finds from excavations according to both the average coin 
profile for Syria and individual assemblages and regions. An analysis of the coin hoards 
containing Antiochene silver follows. The case study concludes with the implications of both 
types of coin deposits to the circulation of Antiochene coinage within Syria over time and space.  
 
Overview of Syrian Excavations 
 The fifteen excavations from Syria may be grouped into three geographical clusters: the 
Orontes River region, the territory east from Antioch towards Aleppo and the Euphrates river, 
and the southern coast of Phoenicia (ill. 6.1). The three sites along the Orontes River include 
                                                           
890 See Butcher 2004, pp. 151-174. 
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Seleucia Pieria, Apamea, and Hama.891 No coin report could be found for the fourth Tetrapolis 
city of Laodicea ad Mare.892 Five more sites are located east of Antioch near Aleppo and the 
Euphrates River: Gindaros, Tell Rifa’at, Tell Abou Danne, Jebel Khalid, and Tell El Hajj.893 
Three sites are located further to the northeast in the Upper Euphrates River region: Zeugma, 
Perrhe, and Tille.894 To the southeast, only one excavation report from Palmyra was found for the 
Syrian steppe. Sites on the furthest edge of the province such as Dura-Europos were incorporated 
into Roman Syria only in the later Roman period and are therefore considered in Chapter 7. 
Along southern Syria closer to the Mediterranean are three Phoenician sites: Berytus, Tyre, and 
Heliopolis.895 The finds from Damascus still need to be published.896  
 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
                                                           
891 Seleucia Pieria: Waage 1952; Apamea: Callu 1979; Hama: Thomsen 1986.  
892 Kevin Butcher (pers. comm. 25 March 2013).  
893 Gindaros: Kramer 2004; Tell Rifa’at: Clayton 1967; Tell Abou Danne: Doyen 1987; Jebel Khalid: Nixon 2002; 
Tell El Hajj: Bridel 1974.  
894 Zeugma: Butcher 1998, 2013; Perrhe: Facella 2008; Tille: Lightfoot 1996b.  
895 Berytus: Butcher 2001-2002; Tyre: Fulco 1996; Heliopolis: Sawaya 2005. 
896 Palmyra: Kryzanowska 1979 and Dunant 1975; Damascus: O. Hoover (pers. comm. 21 March 2013) and K. 
Butcher (pers. comm. 25 March 2013). 
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Illustration	  6.1:	  Map	  of	  Syrian	  sites	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  This	  map	  and	  all	  others	  are	  available	  for	  download	  and	  
exploration	  in	  Google	  Earth.	  See	  Appendix	  1.	  	  
 
  
Twelve of these fifteen excavations published coin reports with enough detail on 
individual finds to allow a quantified study of the assemblages.897 A total of 2,524 coin finds 
could be dated to the late Seleucid through late antique periods and identified by issuing 
authority. Like the finds from Antioch, the chronological distribution of these coins shows an 
increase in the quantity of finds across time (ill. 6.2; compare with 5.1). Most of the finds could 
be assigned to a specific time period, but 58 finds could not be dated beyond “Roman.” Of the 
Antiochene coin finds, only 25 could not be identified by type.   
	  
                                                           
897 The coin catalogs of Apamea and Hama were poorly edited and omit helpful information, but are still usable.  
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Illustration	  6.2:	  Chronological	  breakdown	  of	  excavation	  finds	  from	  12	  sites	  in	  Syria	  (total	  coin	  finds	  2,524).	  
 
 
 
 The excavation reports from Palmyra, Heliopolis, and the original 1998 publication from 
Zeugma did not include useful numerical breakdowns of individual coin finds. The best 
publication for coin finds at Palmyra actually compiles several unavailable reports from the 20th 
century, but in an abbreviated format. Current civil strife has also delayed study and publication 
of coin finds from recent excavation at the site.898 The finds from Heliopolis appear throughout 
the work of Ziad Sawaya, but not in a format conducive to quantification. Butcher’s 2013 
publication on the coin finds from Zeugma was available only after I had compiled the numbers 
for Syria. His results will be considered here next to his 1998 study, even if his numbers have not 
been included. These finds are almost entirely from the second century CE and later and do not 
alter the picture presented here. Nevertheless, each report includes enough of a characterization 
of the coin finds to warrant its inclusion in the following survey of Syria.  
 Quantifiable or not, all fifteen coin reports contain a few other idiosyncrasies or potential 
biases worth mentioning. Every site bears evidence of at least Roman-period occupation per the 
                                                           
898 Cynthia Finlayson (pers. comm. 8 July 2014).  
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requirements laid out in Chapter 4, but this does not mean the finds are evenly distributed over 
time. A few of the coin assemblages lean towards the late Seleucid period (e.g., Jebel Khalid, 
Tell Abou Danne) or the late antique period (e.g., Perrhe). Only Roman finds were published for 
Apamea. The “Greek” coin finds were apparently given to H. Seyrig and then G. Le Rider for 
analysis, but the results have not yet been published.899 The report for Seleucia Pieria is 
somewhat similarly flawed. As mentioned in Chapter 5, Waage combined the Roman imperial 
coin finds from Antioch and Seleucia Pieria together in her report. The later third century CE and 
late antique finds from Seleucia Pieria cannot therefore be included in the quantification below, 
even though a probable pattern may be proposed.      
Most of the excavations also span the whole of the site or at least several different 
sections (e.g., public buildings, private dwellings, lower or upper parts of the town). The two 
exceptions are Perrhe and Tyre. The finds from Perrhe originated from the necropolis, whereas 
the coins from Tyre come from the Shrine of Apollo. While recognizing the potential effect such 
a narrow excavation might have on the makeup of the assemblage, too few quality coin reports 
exist for the Near East to exclude either publication based upon its type of site (see Chapter 4). 
 Finally, all the coin reports included over twenty coins for the time period examined here 
(see Chapter 4), yet none of the sites yielded any amount comparable to Antioch. Less than 100 
coins dating to the late Seleucid through late antique periods were published at seven of the 
twelve excavations. Among the remaining five sites, only the excavations at Apamea and 
Berytus produced over 500 coins. Care must be taken in ascribing too much weight to individual 
assemblages with few coins, but they can still be included to help estimate a regional average 
and provide a better representation of finds within Syria.   
 
                                                           
899 Callu 1979, p. 5. 
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Syrian Average 
 
When the finds of the twelve site reports are combined into a provincial average, the 
proportion of Antiochene bronze coins within the finds of Syria ranges fairly consistently 
between 25% and 60% of finds for each chronological period (ill. 6.3). The persistent presence 
of Antiochene coins within Syria is to be expected considering the important role of the mint to 
the Seleucids, the Romans, and the rulers of Late Antiquity. Nevertheless, the fluctuating 
percentages and types of Antiochene coins appearing over time testify to an evolving importance 
of Antioch’s mint to the cities and settlements of the wider province.     
Illustration	  6.3: The	  Syrian	  average	  for	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  by	  
chronological	  period	  (based	  upon	  2,441	  coins	  identifiable	  by	  type).	  The	  80	  undated	  Roman	  period	  coins	  and	  three	  
Antiochene	  coins	  that	  could	  not	  be	  identified	  by	  type	  are	  left	  out	  of	  this	  average. 
 
 
 The average presence of Antiochene coins within Syria starts out strong at almost 60% of 
the late Seleucid finds. Antioch minted a royal type for the Seleucids during this period, which 
clearly spread into the wider province. The subsequent drop in Antiochene coins to around 35% 
of the finds during the first century BCE assemblage reflects both the end of this Seleucid royal 
bronze and the ability of many cities to mint their own civic coinage. Still, the fact that 
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Antiochene coinage represents over a third of the average assemblage should not be dismissed, 
as it perhaps hints at a wider circulation of even Antiochene civic coins in this transitional 
period. The averages of the next four periods suggest this situation did not last long. Civic coins 
traveled out of Antioch, but they possibly did not circulate as currency.  
 The average percentage of provincial coins within Syria also decreases throughout the 
Roman imperial period. The shift from an abundant 40.5% in the first century CE finds to less 
than 20% of the Severan period assemblage and 1% of the later third century CE may indicate 
both a decreasing importance of an assumed “provincial” issue and a rise in alternative coin 
sources. By the later third century CE, one of the most substantial alternatives was imperial 
coinage minted at Antioch. This type rises to an average of 52.6% in the late antique period, 
thereby regaining the earlier importance of Antiochene coinage within greater Syria. 
 As high as the average percentage of Antiochene coinage in Syria occasionally reaches, it 
never achieves an overall prominence like the assemblage at Antioch (ill. 6.4). That the 
percentage of Antiochene coins is as high as it is during the Seleucid period testifies to the 
importance of the mint at Antioch to Syria, but it was clearly not the only mint or issuing body. 
This remains the case throughout the period studied here. The divergence between Antioch’s 
assemblage and the Syrian average is particularly extreme during the Severan period; even as 
Antiochene coinage reaches its highest percentages at Antioch, it dips to its lowest presence 
within Syria. This may be tied to the fact that many eastern cities issued their own coins during 
this period (see Chapter 2 and below). Only after provincial bronze ceased to be minted in the 
third century CE does the percentage of Antiochene coins align between Antioch and the Syrian 
average. This is to be expected as the region finally operated under a homogenous currency 
system.  
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Illustration	  6.4:	  Comparison	  of	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  between	  the	  Syrian	  average	  (based	  upon	  a	  
total	  of	  2,441	  coins)	  and	  the	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  5,449	  coins).	  	  
 
 Despite the general discrepancy in the overall percentages of Antiochene coinage in the 
Syrian average and at Antioch, the presence of individual Antiochene types occasionally matches 
up for specific periods (compare ills. 6.3 and 5.4). In the first century CE, the percentage of 
provincial coins in the Syrian average almost matches the percentage at Antioch, 40.5% and 
45.1% respectively. This quickly changes in the Antonine period as the provincial levels increase 
to 65% at Antioch and drop to 26% within the Syrian average. The reasons why the percentage 
of Antiochene provincial finds would closely align in the first century CE, but separate in the 
following period will need to be explored further on the level of the individual Syrian 
assemblages.       
The complimentary percentages of imperial coins minted at Antioch in the later third 
century CE also stand out, but this similarity is far more understandable. As the region moved to 
a homogenous currency system with Antioch assuming a prominent place as an imperial mint, it 
is to be expected that Antiochene finds would increase within the province as a local form of this 
coin. That the percentage of imperial Antiochene coins in the Syrian average does not exactly 
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match Antioch’s assemblage for the late antique period may be because of the input of other 
imperial mints to the region. The numbers are still so close as to alleviate the need for too much 
explanation.  
 
Excavation Finds: Regional Analysis 
 With the pattern of Antiochene coin finds in both the Syrian average and in the 
assemblage at Antioch in mind, we can turn to the individual excavations within Syria. The 
northern half of the province is considered first, which includes the sites of the Orontes Valley 
and the settlements further east towards Aleppo and the Euphrates river. An examination of the 
southern steppe follows with the sites of Phoenicia discussed last. The goal is to note any 
similarities or differences in the percentage of Antiochene coins at each site to what appears in 
the Syrian average and assemblage at Antioch.   
 
Tetrapolis and Orontes Region: Excavation Finds 
The three sites of the Orontes Valley – Seleucia Pieria, Apamea, and Hama – are well 
connected to Antioch via a major transportation route for both goods and people (ill. 6.1).900 
Seleucia Pieria and Apamea have already been mentioned as half of the Seleucid Tetrapolis. The 
city of Hama (Epiphanea) lies southeast of Apamea on the Orontes River and was founded long 
before the classical period. All three cities were substantial urban centers during the Roman 
imperial period and struck coins for at least part of the time under consideration here.  
The closest site geographically to Antioch is Seleucia Pieria. Physical proximity, 
however, does not translate to a consistently high percentage of Antiochene coins. Instead, the 
presence of Antiochene coinage within the finds from Seleucia Pieria swings from as high as 
                                                           
900 See Butcher 2002, pp. 145-146.  
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74% in the late Seleucid period to as low as 9% in the first century BCE (ill. 6.5). The percentage 
of Antiochene coin finds dating to the Roman imperial era decreases in more graduated steps 
from almost 70% in the first century CE to around 41% in the Antonine period and then 16.6% 
in the Severan period. Considering the eventual transition of the whole province of Syria to a 
homogenous currency system, the percentage of Antiochene coins at Seleucia Pieria likely 
increased again among the later third century CE and late antique period finds.  
Illustration	  6.5: Percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  by	  chronological	  period	  in	  the	  
excavations	  at	  Seleucia	  Pieria	  (total	  coins	  265).	  The	  five	  coins	  undated	  or	  unidentifiable	  by	  type	  are	  not	  included.	  As	  
discussed	  in	  Chapter	  4,	  the	  publication	  for	  the	  finds	  from	  Seleucia	  Pieria	  (Waage	  1952)	  did	  not	  include	  a	  separate	  
report	  for	  Roman	  imperial	  coin	  finds,	  hence	  their	  absence	  in	  this	  chart	  after	  235	  CE.	  	  	  	  
 
 
 Partially explaining the pattern in Antiochene coin finds is the presence of civic coins 
issued by Seleucia Pieria. Of the total 270 coin finds dating from the late Seleucid to late antique 
periods, 40% are civic issues from Seleucia Pieria itself. This is only slightly less than the overall 
percentage of Antiochene coins, which represent 50% of the total assemblage. Based upon this 
breakdown, it may be presumed that civic coins from Seleucia Pieria were just as important 
within circulating currency as coins minted by Antioch.  
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 Of course, the importance of the coin finds from either city vacillates from period to 
period, which hints at changes within the currency circulating at Seleucia Pieria. In the late 
Seleucid era, Antiochene coins are understandably in the majority given the proximity of the two 
cities and the presumed importance of the Antiochene mint within the wider Seleucid kingdom 
(see Chapter 3). The changes that dramatically occur in the first century BCE are explained by 
Seleucia Pieria taking advantage of the breakdown of the Seleucid government to mint its own 
coins; 25 out of the 32 finds were issued by the city. Butcher interprets this as indicating only 
Seleucia’s coinage was used within city limits during this period.901 The numbers are small, but 
his conclusion is possible (see below).   
By the first century CE, the percentage of Antiochene coinage makes a startling 
reappearance with both provincial coins mostly of the SC type and civic coins. This assemblage 
also includes two-halved coins of the Julio-Claudian period.902 Interestingly enough, the balance 
of provincial Antiochene coins to Seleucia’s civic coins (44% to 28%) is close to the ratio of 
provincial coins and Antiochene civic coins at Antioch (45% to 34%). Perhaps provincial SC 
coins served a similar importance within the currency of both cities.  
If this is the case, it is curious that the percentage of Antiochene coins within the finds at 
Seleucia Pieria drops in the next two periods in favor of the city’s own civic coinage. For the 
finds of the Severan period especially, Butcher marveled at the “apparent resistance of Seleucia’s 
currency system to the enormous output of Antioch, even though some of its coinage was 
produced in an Antiochene workshop.”903 Indeed, the level of Antiochene coin finds drops as 
low as the first century BCE. While a drop in Antiochene civic coins is to be expected if Seleucia 
Pieria preferred its own coins, the decrease in the percentage of provincial SC coins – 
                                                           
901 Butcher 2002, 148. 
902 Waage 1952, no. 361.  
903 Butcher 2002, 150.  
  236 
anonymous in type and potentially supported by the Roman bureaucracy – is noteworthy and will 
need more explanation once the regional pattern is established (see below).   
 The pattern of Antiochene coins at Apamea is harder to gauge. Part of the problem is 
caused by the partial publication of the finds mentioned in the overview. Although Apamea 
minted its own coinage from the second century BCE into the reign of Claudius, these coins 
were apparently considered Hellenistic finds like the Seleucid royal issues and were not 
published in Callu’s report of finds from the Roman imperial period.904 Equally troublesome is 
the fact that despite the continuous occupation of Apamea since its Seleucid foundation, only 61 
of the total 674 coin finds predate the late antique period. Twenty-four of these coins could not 
be dated more specifically than of the Roman period, which makes it difficult to determine the 
chronological or type development of the finds.   
Given these conditions, the finds from Apamea are better represented as raw data rather 
than by a graph or percentage (ill. 6.6). Eighty percent of the few finds of the Roman imperial 
period and later third century CE are Antiochene in origin; most are of the provincial SC type. 
Antiochene coins remain the majority of finds in the late antique period and represent 60% of the 
total coins.905 This last percentage is close to both the assemblage at Antioch (66.2%) and the 
typical Syrian site (52.6%), but this does not mean that Antiochene coins were the majority of 
circulating currency in the earlier periods. Notice especially the 24 undated provincial SC coins, 
which could all date to a single period or throughout the Roman imperial period.  
 
 
                                                           
904 See Butcher 2004, 165. On the chronology of the mint at Apamea, see Butcher 2004, p. 24; Hoover 2009, p. 303; 
RPC I, pp. 631-632.   
905 Due to the messiness of the catalog and the vague entries, the late antique numbers are less than certain.  
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Illustration	  6.6: The	  chronological	  and	  type	  breakdown	  of	  excavation	  finds	  from	  Apamea.	  	  
TIME	  PERIOD	   Royal/Imperial	   Civic	   Provincial	  
Uncertain	  
Antiochene	  
Non-­‐Antiochene	   Period	  Total	  
30	  BCE-­‐95	  CE	   	   2	   1	   	   2	   5	  
96-­‐192	  CE	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   	   3	   	   1	   4	  
193-­‐235	  CE	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   5	   8	   	   5	   18	  
236-­‐283	  CE	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   4	   1	   	   1	   4	   10	  
284-­‐423	  CE	   354	   	   	   	   259	   613	  
Undated	  Roman	   	   	   24	   	   	   24	  
Coin	  Total	   358	   8	   36	   1	   271	   674	  	  
 
Possibly helping to clarify the assemblage at Apamea are the 253 single coin finds and 
one hoard from Hama, a site just to the south of the Tetrapolis city. Twenty-four of the 
excavation finds could not be securely identified by date or type, but 22 coins are definitely 
Antiochene in origin and likely of the provincial SC type.906 The majority of coins could be 
dated by chronological period and may provide a useful comparison to nearby Apamea (ill. 6.7).  
 
Illustration	  6.7: The	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  by	  chronological	  period	  in	  the	  
excavations	  at	  Hama	  (total	  coins	  229).	  The	  24	  undated	  and/or	  unidentified	  coins	  are	  not	  included	  here. 
  
                                                           
906 Butcher 2002, p. 149. 
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Antiochene coin finds are at a minimum for both the late Seleucid period and the first 
century BCE. The type of Antiochene coinage – royal or civic – appears to matter little in these 
early periods, even though Hama only minted a small issue of coins sometime during the late 
Seleucid or first century BCE. The finds from the city instead indicate the inhabitants of Hama 
relied upon coins minted at Aradus – a city to the southwest of Hama along the Syrian coast – 
during the late Seleucid period and coins minted at Apamea during the first century BCE.907   
A single bronze hoard excavated at Hama also dates to this period (c. 50 BCE) and 
contains predominately Antiochene coins: out of 51 total coins, 49 are from Antioch.908 The 
numbers appear to contradict the pattern of single site finds, but caution must be taken here. As 
explained in Chapter 4, the nature of a hoard deposit differs greatly from a site assemblage. The 
hoard from Hama demonstrates that civic bronze from Antioch could travel up the Orontes 
River, but may simply “represent the accumulation of money by an individual who had regular 
business dealings with Antioch or another city which used Antiochene coins, and have no 
bearing on coin use at Epiphanea.”909 Antiochene bronze may have been more common during 
the first century BCE than believed, but it does not seem likely given the availability of more 
local sources of bronze shown in the excavation finds.  
This changes significantly in the periods following. Antiochene coins now steadily 
represent a little over half of the finds for the remainder of the assemblage. The spike in the 
Antonine period should probably be lower as the percentage is based on only five finds, but the 
overall trend is clear. In terms of specific types, Antiochene civic coins at Hama are minimal, 
and it is unclear whether these civic coins simply traveled to the south or actually circulated as 
currency. In contrast, provincial SC coins have a consistently high percentage within the city’s 
                                                           
907 Butcher 2002, pp. 148-149.  
908 IGCH 1580. 
909 Butcher 2002, p. 148.  
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assemblage, which does suggest circulation. This percentage could be more if the 22 undated 
Antiochene coins were identified by chronological period. By the later third century CE and Late 
Antiquity, imperial coinage replaces this provincial coinage. 
Considering the high occurrence of coins minted at Apamea among Hama’s first century 
BCE finds and Hama’s proximity to Apamea, the possibility exists that the finds at Hama 
originated from a body of currency similar to what circulated at Apamea, at least starting in the 
first century BCE. If so, Antiochene provincial SC coins were likely of equal importance at 
Apamea and Hama from the first century CE onwards. Neither city minted its own coins after the 
reign of the Julio-Claudians and needed to draw in currency from elsewhere. The prominence of 
provincial SC coins at Hama and Apamea well above the issues of any other city of northern or 
southern Syria may be because of the anonymity of the type. While the SC type did not celebrate 
either Hama or Apamea, it also did not laud another city in their stead.910 Then again, the 
provincial SC coins could have provided a higher denomination to the issues of other cities 
potentially circulating in the area (see Chapter 3). It is difficult to tell if these single coins were 
merely moving with travelers or acted as currency.   
Comparison of all three assemblages to the finds at Antioch reveals great variation in the 
percentage of Antiochene coins over time, despite the proximity of all four sites within the 
Orontes Valley (ill. 6.8). Butcher interprets this as signifying each city could select which coins 
circulated within municipal limits.911 He believes that cities issuing coins clearly preferred their 
own issues, whereas those that did not have their own civic issues selected coins from 
neighboring cities.  
                                                           
910 See Butcher 2002, p. 150. 
911 Butcher 2002, p. 150.  
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Illustration	  6.8: Comparison	  of	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  finds	  at	  Apamea	  (674	  coins),	  Seleucia	  Pieria	  (265	  
coins),	  and	  Hama	  (229	  coins)	  to	  the	  Syrian	  average	  (total	  2,441	  coins)	  and	  the	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  5,449	  coins). 
 
No explicit written testimony supports Butcher’s theory, but the unevenness in the 
distribution of coins is worth considering. The high percentages of a city’s own coinage – as seen 
in Seleucia Pieria and at Antioch – is not entirely unusual in the eastern Mediterranean. As 
Johnston demonstrates for Asia Minor, the coin finds from minting cities often reveal a higher 
percentage of that city’s own coins (see Chapter 5).912 The regional distribution of these civic 
bronzes also proves they “circulated beyond the boundaries of issuing cities, sometimes over 
considerable distances.”913 This differs from the sites of the Orontes Valley where civic coins do 
not appear in high or consistent numbers among the neighboring cities to suggest any significant 
regional circulation.914 Civic coins from Seleucia Pieria, Antioch, and Laodicea are rare at 
Apamea and Hama. Laodicean and Apamean coins – while they were still produced – are rare 
finds at Seleucia Pieria. As discussed in Chapter 5, civic coins from neighboring cities are 
especially rare at Antioch. The regional pattern of Antiochene civic coin finds shown in this 
                                                           
912 Johnston 2007, pp. 5-6, n. 22. 
913 Johnston 2007, p. 5. See also Howgego 1985.  
914 Butcher 2002. 
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distribution study may indicate that Antiochene civic coins did circulate at Seleucia Pieria during 
the first century CE, but for the rest of time, the regional percentages do not exceed 20% and are 
based upon a handful of finds. Given all the conditions outlined in Chapters 1 and 4, regulation 
by civic authorities does provide the best, if not completely substantiated explanation for these 
results. However, the civic authorities perhaps differed in how strictly they regulated the 
different issuing authorities, based upon whether the city had local production (e.g., Seleucia 
Pieria) or not (e.g., Hama and Apamea).   
The only type of coins these four sites from the Orontes Valley did share is the provincial 
SC, but even these coins do not make a consistent appearance among each city’s assemblage. On 
the one hand, given Seleucia Pieria’s demonstrated preference for its own civic issues and 
Hama’s (and presumably Apamea’s) use of non-Antiochene coins before the entrance of the 
Romans, the apparent alignment of all three sites in the first century CE is remarkable. These 
three assemblages also draw close to the Syrian average, which suggests a regional trend (see 
below). This does not last, however, and needs further explanation after the entire province has 
been considered.  
 
East from Antioch  
Five sites lie east of Antioch and the Orontes River Valley. Most are near major 
transportation routes extending between Antioch and the Euphrates River (ill. 6.1). Gindaros is 
the closest to Antioch in the northeast hinterland of the city. Tell Rifa’at and Tell Abou Danne 
are beyond Gindaros near modern Aleppo. Further east along the Euphrates River are the sites of 
Tell el Hajj and Jebel Khalid, both well over 100 miles from Antioch.915  
                                                           
915 See Butcher 2004, pp. 156-158, for other collections of coins from the region.  
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The occupation of these sites varies over time. Inhabitation of the tells began millennia 
before the entrance of the Romans. Gindaros, on the other hand, was a Hellenistic foundation and 
likely depended upon Antioch as a satellite settlement.916 The Seleucids also founded Jebel 
Khalid as a small fort.917 Jebel Khalid did not last long after Roman annexation; it was 
“neglected, at least by coin users,” until the fourth century CE, when a change in the frontier 
against the Persians prompted the Roman military to move back into the site.918 Tell Abou Danne 
appears to have been similarly neglected after the first century CE.919 In contrast, the Roman 
military appropriated Tell El Hajj in the first century CE and possibly established a fort there.920 
The occupation of Tell Rifa’at also continued through the Roman imperial period, but as a 
shadow of its much earlier settlement. Gindaros continued into Late Antiquity.921 
 The general lack of urbanization within these sites to the degree of western Syria 
translates into a small and uneven number of coin finds. Out of the five sites, only Jebel Khalid’s 
106 finds exceed 100 total coins for the period under study. Excavations at the four other sites 
yielded only 41 coins at Tell Rifa’at, 42 at Tell El Hajj, 53 at Gindaros, and 58 at Tell Abou 
Danne.922 In terms of the chronological distribution of the finds, the Severan period and later 
third century CE are underrepresented (ill. 6.9). Despite this small and uneven quantity, there is 
still a benefit to including them in this study. None of the sites had the civic infrastructure for 
producing or issuing their own coins, which means their collective finds provide an opportunity 
for examining what source(s) fulfilled their currency needs.923  
                                                           
916 Kramer 2004, p. 36; Cohen 2006, pp. 170-171. See also Strabo 16.2.8; Millar 1993b, pp. 231-232.  
917 See Kosmin 2014, p. 200.  
918 Nixon 2002, p. 302.  
919 Doyen 1987, p. 11. 
920 Pollard 2000, p. 189; Millar 1993b, p. 83; Butcher 2003, p. 419.  
921 Theodoret 2.9; Millar 1993b, p. 231.  
922 Butcher 2004, p. 158, revised the original publication list for Tell Rifa-at. He suggests that these finds are more 
likely to be a modern collection of coins, rather than stray finds.  
923 See Butcher 2004, p. 26.  
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Illustration	  6.9: The	  quantity	  of	  Antiochene	  coins	  vs.	  the	  total	  number	  of	  coin	  finds	  at	  sites	  east	  of	  Antioch.	  This	  
table	  does	  not	  include	  one	  undated	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coin	  at	  Tell	  Rifa’at.	  Blackened	  cells	  indicate	  periods	  of	  
questionable	  inhabitation	  at	  the	  site.	  	  	  	  
TIME	  PERIOD	   Gindaros	   Jebel	  Khalid	  	   Tell	  Abou	  Danne	  	   Tell	  Rifa'at	  	   Tell	  El	  Hajj	  	  
223-­‐91	  BCE	   12/12	   68/77	   30/30	   5/5	   5/5	  
90-­‐31	  BCE	   6/6	   21/23	   5/7	   5/5	   0/1	  
30	  BCE-­‐95	  CE	   7/7	   	  	   21/21	   0/0	   9/14	  
96-­‐192	  CE	   1/1	   	  	   	  	   1/3	   6/16	  
193-­‐235	  CE	   2/2	   	  	   	  	   3/4	   0/3	  
236-­‐283	  CE	  	   9/10	   	  	   	  	   1/2	   0/3	  
284-­‐423	  CE	  	   13/15	   5/6	   	  	   14/21	   	  	  
Coin	  Total	   50/53	   94/106	   56/58	   29/40	   20/42	  
  
The pattern within these site assemblages is overwhelmingly in favor of Antiochene 
coinage from the late Seleucid period through the first century CE. This is certainly to be 
expected for a site like Gindaros, which was well within Antioch’s hinterland. A majority of 
Antiochene coinage further east is less predictable, especially in terms of the relatively high 
numbers of Antiochene civic coins well past a normal circulation range (ill 6.10). 924 None of 
these cities issued their own coinage, and the inhabitants likely relied instead upon what was 
available in the region to meet currency needs. But why the relative dominance of Antiochene 
coinage for these earlier periods?    
Illustration	  6.10:	  Total	  count	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  by	  chronological	  period	  in	  the	  
excavations	  at	  Gindaros,	  Jebel	  Khalid,	  Tell	  Abou	  Danne,	  Tell	  Rifa’at,	  and	  Tell	  El	  Hajj	  (299	  total	  coins).	  The	  one	  
undated	  Roman	  coin	  from	  Tell	  Rifa’at	  is	  not	  included. 
TIME	  PERIOD	   Royal/Imperial	   Civic	   Provincial	   Non-­‐Antiochene	   Period	  Total	  
223-­‐91	  BCE	   120	   	   	   9	   129	  
90-­‐31	  BCE	   1	   36	   	   5	   42	  
30	  BCE-­‐95	  CE	   	   24	   13	   5	   42	  
96-­‐192	  CE	   	   2	   6	   12	   20	  
193-­‐235	  CE	   	   4	   1	   4	   9	  
236-­‐283	  CE	   8	   2	   	   5	   15	  
284-­‐423	  CE	   32	   	   	   10	   42	  
Coin	  Total	   161	   68	   20	   50	   299	  
 
                                                           
924 See T. B. Jones 1963, pp. 323-324.   
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In the late Seleucid period, Antioch was the closest major mint of the royal government, 
which may account for the spread of its coins east of the city. All the same, Nixon was surprised 
by the lack of other eastern Seleucid mints in the finds from Jebel Khalid, especially considering 
the proximity of the site to major crossing points eastward over the Euphrates River. He initially 
wondered if a governmental initiative brought the Antiochene coins to the Seleucid fort in order 
to supply the troops. Given the predominance of Antiochene coins throughout the region, Nixon 
ultimately concluded that the coins made it to the region through trade and the regular activities 
of those inhabiting the settlements.925  
The continuing presence and apparent dominance of Antiochene civic coins after the 
breakdown of the Seleucid empire is potentially more unusual, considering the pattern of finds 
discussed for the Orontes Valley region. Antiochene civic coins continue to appear in the first 
century CE now alongside provincial SC issues and special Augustan types. The lack of a more 
local mint during this period partially explains their presence.926 However, other Syrian cities 
along the Orontes and Mediterranean issued their own civic coinage in the first century BCE. We 
might expect these issues to appear in addition to those from Antioch.      
A couple possible explanations come to mind. First, perhaps the financial policies of the 
municipal government at Antioch acted as a type of currency filter. As considered in Chapter 5 
and above, it may be that the Antiochenes regulated their internal currency. Perhaps this control 
filtered the circulating currency to such a point that the coins traveling eastward to Beroea and 
beyond were mostly Antiochene in origin. Then again, other trade and communication routes 
                                                           
925 Nixon 2002, pp. 298-299. For an opposing view, see Duyrat 2015, p. 367.  
926 Butcher 2004, p. 159.  
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connected eastern and western Syria besides the path through Antioch (see Chapter 2).927 The 
coins had alternative paths on which to move.          
 Perhaps Nixon was then correct in suggesting that Antiochene coins reached the region 
because of an active policy of the Seleucid administration. The Roman government could have 
conceivably continued this policy, bringing Antiochene coins to the region to supply military 
sites like the first century CE fort at Tell El Hajj.928 The military’s use of the provincial SC coins 
was demonstrated in Chapter 5, but this does not necessarily explain the presence of the 
Antiochene civic coins. Furthermore, only Tell El Hajj had an expressly military function during 
this period. Again, while growing support exists for the Roman bureaucracy’s manipulation of 
the provincial coins (see below and Chapter 11), the historical record certainly does not support 
its active infusion of civic coins into the region.  
 I therefore propose a third, admittedly hypothetical explanation for the presence of the 
Antiochene civic coins. The prominence of Antiochene coin finds suggests that some quality 
about this coin type made it the preferred choice or encouraged its wider circulation. Availability 
of these coins in sufficient quantities might be one reason, though better die studies are needed to 
even begin estimating how much was produced (see Chapter 4). It is also conceivable that 
Antiochene civic coins were somehow more legitimate among the people of this region because 
of their clear identification with the previous capital of Syria (ΑΝΤΙΟΧΕΩΝ / ΤΗΣ 
ΜΗΤΡΟΠΟΛΕΩΣ - “of the metropolis of the Antiochenes”). As discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, 
the Antiochenes started to produce these coins even while the Seleucid kings controlled the city, 
which may have contributed to their movement. The fact they continue to appear through later 
decades may be related to an established precedent and/or their explicit ties to a city at the top of 
                                                           
927 See the map in Sartre 2001, p. 1011.  
928 See Ziegler 1996; Howgego 1985, pp. 20-21.  
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the civic hierarchy. Such a theory assumes the inhabitants of the eastern region paid attention to 
what coins circulated (see Chapter 1).        
At the very least, even if the finds cannot firmly support the circulation of Antiochene 
coins, they do testify to a greater movement of Antiochene coins – including civic types – within 
and possibly through eastern Syria than the coinage of any other issuing city. Travelers and 
traders stopping into Antioch before moving east are the most likely agent in this last scenario. 
More evidence is needed, particularly in the finds from other Syrian sites of the region (see 
below), as well those east across the Euphrates in Mesopotamia (see Chapter 7).   
 The few finds after the first century CE hint at a break in this pattern, at least for the two 
sites past Gindaros. Antiochene coins continue to appear at Tell El Hajj and Tell Rifa’at, but 
finds from other issuing cities increasingly appear. Butcher interprets this to mean that 
Antiochene coinage lessened in importance to the region as more cities in the eastern province 
began to issue.929 Indeed, these assemblages do show a growing number of coins from the rest of 
Syria and even Mesopotamia. The assemblage at Dura-Europos – a part of Syria during this 
period – also reflects greater diversity (see Chapter 7). It may be that whatever legacy the name 
Antioch carried no longer translated to the coins of its citizens.  
 
Upper Euphrates 
 Three sites represent the upper Euphrates region. The city of Zeugma lies directly on the 
Euphrates River. The city of Perrhe and the town/fort of Tille are further upriver from 
Zeugma.930 All three sites were inhabited during the Seleucid period before briefly becoming 
part of the kingdom of Commagene. These sites may still be considered Syrian because the 
                                                           
929 Butcher 2004, p. 159. 
930 For Perrhe, see A. H. M. Jones 1971, pp. 263-264. For Tille, see French 1982, p. 174. On Zeugma, see Butcher 
1998, p. 11.  
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Romans annexed the entire kingdom early on under the Flavians.931 The finds are minimal from 
Perrhe (38 coins) and Tille (35 coins), but they contribute to the pattern of coins alongside 
Butcher’s analysis of the finds from Zeugma.   
  According to Butcher’s characterization of Zeugma, Antiochene coins did reach Zeugma 
consistently for the entire period under study. However, the relative proportions change over 
time. The few coin finds of the late Seleucid period are Antiochene in origin, which fits with the 
general pattern for the region. Antiochene coins of both the civic and provincial types appear 
among the few finds dating to the first centuries of Roman rule, but their significance is difficult 
to gauge.932 They may indicate a continuation of the pattern noted further to the south.933 By the 
second century CE, Zeugma began issuing its own coins along with other inland sites like 
Edessa, Carrhae, Amasia, and Rhesaena. Antiochene coins mostly of the SC type continue to 
appear, but they are far outnumbered by these nearby issues.934 This does not quite fit with 
Butcher’s claims of the “continued importance of Antiochene coin to the site.”935 Rather, 
Antiochene coins seem a small part of the general circulation. A comparable pattern is found at 
Dura-Europos (see Chapter 7).     
 North of Zeugma, the small assemblages from the neighboring sites of Perrhe and Tille 
reinforce this diminished role (ill. 6.11). Although numismatists noted the “sizeable” 
contribution of Antiochene finds to these assemblages, most of these coins date to the later third 
century CE or Late Antiquity.936 Of the sixteen coins from Perrhe dated to the Severan period or 
                                                           
931 Zeugma became part of the Roman Empire earlier in 31 BCE. See Millar 1993b, pp. 29-30.  
932 Six surface finds from Zeugma are split evenly between the two types. The Cumont collection has only civic 
coins. See Butcher 2004, pp. 156-157. The Gaziantep collection (Butcher 2004, pp. 153-154) said to have been 
collected in the area of Doliche and Zeugma contains both early civic and provincial SC coin from Antioch as well, 
in addition to later coins of Rome, Syria, Cilicia, Mesopotamia and Cyprus.   
933 See Butcher 2013, p. 18.  
934 Butcher 2013, p. 7. 
935 Butcher 1998, pp. 233, 236.  
936 Lightfoot 1991, p. 140; Facella 2008, p. 217.  
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earlier, only one silver tetradrachm of the first century CE, one civic coin of the Severan period, 
and one undated provincial SC coin are Antiochene in origin. At Tille, five provincial SC coins 
of the first century CE are the only Antiochene coins predating the later third century CE. It is 
tempting to connect this to a wider diffusion of provincial SC coins during the first century CE, 
but five coins are hardly sufficient proof. In lieu of a dominant Antiochene presence, mints from 
royal Commagene and, later, Roman Samosata and Doliche make the largest contribution to the 
finds of this time.937  
Illustration	  6.11: Comparison	  of	  Antiochene	  coins	  to	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  at	  Tille	  and	  Perrhe. 
TIME	  PERIOD	   Tille	  Antiochene	  
Tille	  
Non-­‐Antiochene	  
Perrhe	  Antiochene	  
Perrhe	  
Non-­‐Antiochene	  
223-­‐91	  BCE	   	   7	   	   	  
90-­‐31	  BCE	   	   	   	   1	  
30	  BCE-­‐95	  CE	   5	   1	   1	   1	  
96-­‐192	  CE	   	   8	   	   5	  
193-­‐235	  CE	   	   2	   1	   6	  
236-­‐283	  CE	   2	   3	   4	   	  
284-­‐423	  CE	   4	   2	   17	   	  
Undated	  Roman	   	   1	   1	   1	  
Coin	  Total	   11	   24	   24	   14	  
 
 Antiochene coins that did make it to the northeast before the region’s annexation into the 
Roman Empire may have served in a different capacity. Signs on coins in collections outside of 
the excavations at Perrhe and Tille indicate that authorities within Commagene repurposed 
Antiochene civic and provincial coins. In their review of royal coinage of Commagene, Facella 
and Erarslan describe the overstrike of coins from Samosata on Antiochene issues of the first 
century BCE.938 A royal Commagene countermark of an anchor has also appeared on provincial 
SC coins of the first century CE.939 Butcher believes Antiochene coins were used because of 
their availability in the region, which may support the hypothesis that Antiochene coins 
                                                           
937 Lightfoot 1991, p. 140; Facella 2008, pp. 215-217.  
938 Erarslan and Facella 2006, pp. 255-257.  
939 Howgego 1985, no. 373. See also Butcher 2004, p. 188. Countermarks appear on the coin at Perrhe, but not the 
anchor noted by Howgego.  
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circulated within or regularly passed through the sites to the south.940 The countermarking to the 
north may define a limit.   
In terms of actual finds from excavations, the presence of Antiochene coins does improve 
in the later periods. For Perrhe, all 21 coin finds of the later third century CE and Late Antiquity 
are Antiochene in origin. Facella writes, “If in the first two and a half centuries Antioch was only 
one of the coin suppliers of the region together with other mints of Commagene and North Syria, 
with the end of the provincial coinage its role becomes absolutely dominating.”941 At Tille, only 
six out of the eleven finds are Antiochene, but the larger pattern makes it possible that more coin 
finds will push the assemblage in favor of the mint at Antioch.  
 
Southeastern Syria 
 Only the caravan site of Palmyra represents southeastern Syria. Palmyra rose in 
prominence from the first century BCE onwards and served as both military center and major 
juncture for traders between east and west. One of these routes connects the city to Antioch via 
Apamea.942 In lieu of a detailed site report, Krzyzanowska actually compiled a synthesis of over 
400 coin finds from five different excavations at Palmyra.943 The summary does not separate 
Hellenistic and Roman issues, but rather groups Seleucid and Roman provincial coins together 
into one table and official Roman imperial issues in a second table. In the first table, Antiochene 
coinage represents 35% of a total 224 coins. Krzyzanowska comments that provincial SC types 
are the predominant find in this group. After Antiochene finds, the next most prevalent coins are 
from Palmyra itself at around 20% and Damascus at 8%. In the second table, Roman imperial 
                                                           
940 Butcher 2004, p. 129.  
941 Facella 2008, p. 224. See also Butcher 2004, p. 159.  
942 See Millar 1993b, pp. 319-336; Butcher 2003, pp. 59-60.  
943 See the critique of Butcher 2004, pp. 164-165.  
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coins minted at Antioch after the third century CE represent 52.7% of the 93 identifiable finds, 
which coincides with the pattern already established for the province.944  
 In her interpretation of the finds, Kryzanowska proposes that Antiochene and Palmyrene 
coins were the official currencies of the city and did not compete with each other. The provincial 
SC coins served as the larger denomination for the lower Palmyrene issues and were directed at 
official Roman payments and commercial needs. Butcher concurs, but believes that Palmyra did 
not issue a great quantity of civic coinage, which might also explain the need for Antiochene 
coins.945 The many other issuing cities of Syria, Palestine, Mesopotamia, Cappadocia, and Asia 
Minor, represented by only a few coins each, could have been carried by individual travelers and 
traders moving through the city rather than representing accepted currency.946 Then again, the 
percentages of the Palmyrene and Antiochene issues are still low enough to allow the possibility 
that a greater mix of currency was allowed by civic regulators. This general pattern brings to 
mind the assemblages at Hama and Apamea.  
 
Phoenicia 
 Three sites come from Phoenicia in southern Syria: Berytus, Tyre, and 
Heliopolis/Baalbek. The ancient Phoenician trading cities of Berytus and Tyre are located 
directly on the Mediterranean coast. Heliopolis/Baalbek was an ancient city further inland, but it 
became attached to Berytus when the latter city became a Roman colony in 15 BCE.947 Tyre and 
Berytus periodically minted throughout the chronological span studied here.948 
                                                           
944 Krzyzanowska 1979, pp. 44-49. Krzyzanowska includes 94 unidentified coins in this table, which lowers the 
percentage of Antiochene coin finds to 26.2%. She does suggest that Antiochene coins make up a significant portion 
of the poorly preserved coins.  
945 Butcher 1988b, p. 18.  
946 Krzyzanowska 1979, pp. 48-49. See Butcher 1996, p. 109.   
947 Strabo 16.2.19. See Millar 1993b, p. 36; Butcher 2003, p. 116. 
948 For Berytus, see Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 41-53, 60-65. On Tyre, see Millar 1993b, pp. 288-290.   
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Heliopolis/Baalbek did not have its own coin issues for most of the Seleucid and Roman imperial 
periods; it only began issuing its own coins after separation from Berytus in 194 CE.949 
 The available coin reports for these three sites differ significantly. The Berytus report 
contains 861 coin finds gathered from domestic, commercial, and public spaces, thereby 
providing an excellent urban profile. The report also uniquely provides stratigraphic information 
of the coin finds. In contrast, despite extensive excavation at Tyre, the clearest coin report only 
details 93 coins from the Shrine of Apollo.950 Finally, multiple excavations at Heliopolis from 
1911 to 2005 have reportedly yielded thousands of coins, but few have been cleaned or 
published. The preliminary impressions of Sawaya on these finds will have to suffice instead.          
  Beginning with the most detailed site report, the assemblage from Berytus reveals the 
lowest presence yet of either royal or civic coinage from Antioch in the late Seleucid and first 
century BCE finds (ill. 6.12). The percentage of Antiochene coin finds in the late Seleucid period 
could be higher if the many Apollo issues appearing in the assemblage were definitively 
attributed to the city’s mint. Still, an equal or greater presence of coins from Ptolemais and 
Berytus temper the significance of Antiochene-produced coin finds of the Seleucid period.951 By 
the first century BCE, the finds appear to reveal an almost exclusive reliance on locally or 
regionally produced civic coinage. The few instances of non-local coin finds – including a 
halved civic coin from Antioch - likely indicate “commercial relations or individual movements” 
rather than continuing circulation within Berytus.952  
 
                                                           
949 Sawaya 2005, p. 149.  
950 The larger report of the Fouilles de Tyr contains little information on mint or issuing city. 
951 See Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 47-49. 
952 Sawaya 2011, pp. 378-379. See also Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 47-58.   
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Illustration	  6.12:	  Percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  by	  chronological	  period	  in	  the	  
excavations	  at	  Berytus	  (total	  coins	  860).	  The	  one	  undated	  Roman	  coin	  of	  Antiochene	  type	  was	  not	  included	  in	  this	  
chart. 
 
 
 A drastic change appears in the first century CE assemblage, as Antiochene coins now 
make up almost half of the period’s finds. These coins are almost entirely of the provincial SC 
type, some of which are halved.953 Based upon stratigraphy, at least the 41 coins of the Julio-
Claudian era circulated along with local civic coins of Berytus during the first century CE.954 
Countermarks of Hadrian and possibly Berytus which appear on a few of the provincial SC coins 
of the Flavian period may indicate these coins were brought to Berytus in the earlier second 
century CE to replace demonetized issues of the Julio-Claudian period.955 It is equally possible 
that already circulating first century CE provincial SC coins were countermarked to keep up 
supplies at the beginning of the second century CE.956 
                                                           
953 e.g., Butcher 2001-2002, nos. 483-485, 503. 
954 Butcher 2001-2002, p. 63.  
955 Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 65, 69-70, 114. The countermarks appear on nos. 520-523. On the countermarks, see 
Howgego 1985, nos. 132, 242, and 245. It is unclear whether no. 242 is a civic countermark or otherwise. Howgego 
only ties its application to Berytus. 
956 Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 65, 69-70, 114. The same countermarks appear on an earlier Antiochene coin dating to 
Claudius (no. 493). 
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 In either case, the percentage of provincial SC coins dating to the second and third 
centuries CE is much lower than those of the previous period. Of the seventeen provincial SC 
coins that do appear, nine date to the reign of Hadrian. Given the absence of these Hadrianic 
coins in second century CE contexts, Butcher proposes they came to the city along with later 
material and did not circulate earlier within Berytus.957 If this is the case, the drop in Antiochene 
coins is even more striking for both the Antonine and Severan periods. Berytus’s own civic coins 
are the dominant finds instead, followed by far lesser numbers of coins from nearby Phoenician 
mints.958 This trend reverses only among later third century CE and late antique assemblages, in 
which Roman imperial coins minted at Antioch represent between 40% and 50% of the finds.959    
 Antiochene coin finds at Berytus never approach the levels at Antioch, but they do 
coincide with the Syrian average in a crucial way (ill. 6.13). Much like the assemblages at 
Seleucia Pieria and Hama, the percentage of Antiochene coin finds hits an unprecedented high 
among the first century CE finds. From almost 50% of the finds, the percentage of Antiochene 
coins then drops to almost 25% of the Antonine assemblage. Although Antiochene coin finds are 
lacking in the earlier assemblage at Berytus, this alignment to the Syrian average implies the 
participation of Berytus in a provincial trend during the Roman imperial period. Once again, 
however, it is interesting that the percentage of the so-called provincial coins drops so low in the 
Antonine period before becoming almost non-existent among the finds of the Severan period. 
Instead, civic coins from Berytus dominate the assemblage, much like at Seleucia Pieria.      
 
                                                           
957 Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 64-65, 73.  
958 See Sawaya 2011, p. 380.  
959 See the summary of Butcher 2001-2002, pp. 113-118. 
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Illustration	  6.13:	  Comparison	  of	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  at	  Berytus	  (860	  coins)	  to	  the	  Syrian	  
average	  (total	  2,441	  coins)	  and	  the	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  5,449	  coins).	  
 
 Many of the coins from Heliopolis await cleaning and study, but preliminary analysis 
provides a faint echo of the pattern at Berytus for the Roman and the later periods. Only one 
Seleucid coin – that of Antioch – was published, so little can be gained here. However, coins 
from Berytus dominate the Roman period. Sawaya also notes the presence of six provincial SC 
bronze coins from Antioch, four of which have been halved. It is possible that Heliopolis also 
made use of this type of Antiochene coin during the earlier Roman centuries. Following its 
separation from Berytus during the Severan period, Heliopolis began minting its own coinage. 
These civic coins have a relatively strong presence among the assemblage. Only one Antiochene 
coin appears. This pattern seems to change only in Late Antiquity, when Antiochene minted 
imperial coins take over.960   
 At first glance, the 93 finds from the temple excavations at Tyre present a completely 
different picture from Berytus and Heliopolis in that no Antiochene coins appear before Late 
Antiquity (ill. 6.14). One possible provincial SC coin dating to Trajan may be a Roman 
                                                           
960 Sawaya 2005, pp. 147-151.  
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orichalcum issue of Syrian type rather than Antiochene. Instead, civic coins from the local mint 
at Tyre dominate the assemblages of the first centuries BCE and CE. Even among the third 
century CE finds, Antiochene coins do not appear. These finds do come from a temple site, 
which may mean that the coin finds were selected as votive offerings. The pattern of finds from 
other Syrian cities with a local mint makes it probable that Antiochene civic coins did not 
circulate within Tyre, but provincial SC issues may have at least entered in the first century CE.  
 
Illustration	  6.14:	  Comparison	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  to	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  at	  Tyre	  (total	  coins	  93).	  
TIME	  PERIOD	   Antioch	   Non-­‐Antiochene	   Period	  Total	  
223-­‐91	  BCE	   	   4	   4	  
90-­‐31	  BCE	   	   7	   7	  
30	  BCE-­‐95	  CE	   	   14	   14	  
96-­‐192	  CE	   	   19	   19	  
193-­‐235	  CE	   	   6	   6	  
236-­‐283	  CE	   	   6	   6	  
284-­‐423	  CE	   7	   6	   13	  
Undated	  Roman	   	   24	   24	  
Coin	  Total	   7	   66	   93	  
 
Summary and Conclusions of Bronze Finds in Syria  
 The overall distribution of bronze Antiochene coin finds from the three regions of Syria – 
Orontes Valley, eastern Syria, southwestern Syria – suggest the following pattern. First, until the 
third century CE and late antique periods, being part of the same kingdom or the same Roman 
province did not ensure even distribution of Antiochene bronze coins. Butcher has already 
suggested this for the Roman period, but it clearly begins already in the late Seleucid period. 
Sites like Seleucia Pieria, Jebel Khalid, and the eastern tells clearly relied upon royal coins 
minted at Antioch, but sites just to the south like Hama and Berytus had alternative sources 
available and apparently used them. The breakdown in the Seleucid government further 
fragmented the circulating currency as neighboring cities of Antioch continued to rely upon 
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alternative sources of coinage, namely their own if possible. This continued in the first century 
BCE even after Roman annexation. The editors of the RPC comment that “there seems to have 
been a much greater proportion of ‘pseudo-autonomous’ coinage in Syria than other regions. 
This is clear not just from the late date at which the imperial portrait was adopted in Syria, but 
also from the considerations that most of the coinage of Apamea and all the coinage of Tyre 
lacked the imperial portrait.”961 In contrast, sites to the east appear to continue relying upon 
Antiochene coins – even civic issues – for reasons possibly extending from their earlier use of 
Seleucid Antiochene coinage.    
 This makes it all the more interesting that a strong alignment appears in the percentage of 
Antiochene coin finds in the first century CE assemblages of Syria. At Seleucia Pieria, Hama, 
and Berytus, not to mention the Syrian average based upon all the sites, provincial SC coins 
produced at Antioch make up roughly half of the assemblage. Chapter 3 discussed the scholarly 
consensus that the introduction of provincial SC coins was part of a larger attempt to 
“regularize” currency in the East.962 The pattern of the bronze finds discussed above supports the 
idea that some coordination occurred. It is easier to support a top-down coordination by the 
Roman bureaucracy rather than individual civic governments suddenly jumping on the 
bandwagon of provincial Roman coins produced at Antioch.  
 The problem is understanding why this standardization does not last. Already in the 
Antonine period, the finds from the Syrian cities suggest a more selective use of provincial SC 
coins. At Berytus, the presence of Antiochene coins is minimal and possibly even questionable. 
At Seleucia Pieria, the finds suggest the inhabitants increasingly relied upon their own civic 
coins. At Hama, Apamea, and Palmyra, provincial SC coins appear to have played an important 
                                                           
961 RPC I, p. 24.  
962 Butcher 2004, p. 28, n. 24; Grant 1953; Grant 1946, pp. 98-102. See McAlee 2007, p. 12; RPC I, pp. 380-381, 
602-603. 
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role. Further east, however, provincial SC coins appear as part of a general mix of coins, 
especially after more local sources became available. While it is possible that first century CE 
issues continued circulating during this period, we must ask why second century CE issues do 
not evenly appear as finds within these sites.     
 I propose the growing competitive climate of cities within the second century CE 
partially explains why provincial SC coins produced at Antioch would decline where civic 
governments were capable of minting their own coins and had both the freedom and interest in 
regulating what coins circulated within their borders. As described in Chapter 2, eastern cities 
flourished in the second and third centuries CE. New foundations were few, but already existing 
settlements not only developed physically and economically, but also came into their own 
identity evidenced by the rampant civic self-promotion in the East. Coins served as an excellent 
medium for this self-promotion.963 If the provincial SC coins were no longer promoted to the 
same degree as in the first century CE – which the finds suggest is the case – perhaps certain 
civic governments like at Seleucia Pieria and Berytus chose to rely on their own coinage like in 
the first century BCE.   
 The civic leaders of other cities may have actively sought out provincial SC coins as a 
substitute for local minting during this later period.964 The extended use of provincial SC coins 
suggested by the few coins at Hama, Apamea, and possibly Palmyra may indicate just such a 
situation. Butcher found it surprising that local production at Apamea and Palmyra was so low 
considering the “huge public monuments and reputedly great wealth” at both.965 What 
constraints prevented and discouraged regular issues from these cities is not entirely clear. Using 
provincial SC coins as a substitute currency, though, neither threatened nor added to their civic 
                                                           
963 See Howgego 1985, pp. 88-91; Butcher 2005; Johnston 2012, pp. 455-456, 464-465.   
964 See Butcher 2004, p. 257.  
965 Butcher 1988b, p. 18.  
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celebration. Then again, contrary to Butcher’s theory, it has to remain a possibility that the 
governments of these cities did not care to regulate their currency to the same degree evident 
elsewhere.  
This latter possibility seems to be the case for the sites further east. From a probable 
reliance on Antiochene coinage in the first few centuries of Roman control, an ever-growing 
number of issuing cities further to the east provided plenty of alternatives to Antiochene coins. 
Antiochene coin finds are present, but not exclusively so. The goal of Chapter 7 is to see to what 
extent this pattern continues east past Syria.  
 
Syrian Hoards of Antiochene Silver 
 
 Largely missing from all of the site assemblages is the presence of silver coins from the 
mint at Antioch. As discussed in Chapter 3, it is well established that Antioch was Syria’s major 
mint for Seleucid royal silver and Roman provincial silver. Antioch’s mint also produced silver 
denarii infrequently for the central Roman government.966 It is to be expected then that 
Antiochene silver had an important circulation within the confines of Syria.  
The following section does not seek to challenge this conclusion, but rather nuance the 
assemblages in which Antiochene silver appears and how this pattern changes over time. Thirty-
five hoards are considered here, 21 dating to the late Seleucid period and 14 dating to the first 
century BCE and later Roman periods. Incomplete publication of many of the hoard finds means 
that all quantification must be approximate. The hoards examined here also do not represent an 
exhaustive collection (see Chapter 4). An important pattern emerges nonetheless.  
                                                           
966 Aperghis 2004, pp. 231-235; Butcher 2004, pp. 180-185; Butcher 1996, pp. 104-107.  
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The 21 silver hoards from the Seleucid period were presumably discovered across Syria, 
although seven did not have a specific find spot (ill. 6.15).967 Twelve hoards reportedly 
originated in western Syria, seven from the Tetrapolis region, and five within Phoenicia.968 Only 
two hoards of this period came from further east in the regions of Aleppo and the Euphrates.969  
Illustration	  6.15:	  The	  find	  spots	  of	  fourteen	  Hellenistic	  hoards	  within	  Syria	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  The	  place	  names	  
are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  The	  seven	  hoards	  attributed	  to	  “Syria”	  are	  not	  shown.	  	  
 
  
These hoards can be divided into two groups based upon their contents and their 
presumed burial date. Eleven hoards contain coins dating back to the late fourth century BCE 
(ill. 6.16). These hoards also contain Antiochene tetradrachms minted as early as the reign of 
Seleucus II (246-225 BCE). With the exception of one hoard (CH X 332), all the hoards were 
buried before 140 BCE.  
                                                           
967 IGCH 1533, 1535, 1555, 1556; CH II 83; CH X 314, 318. 
968 Tetrapolis Region: IGCH 1537, 1544, 1560, 1561, 1563, 1568; CH X 298. Phoenicia: IGCH 1559, 1593, 1597, 
1567; CH X 322. 
969 IGCH 1546; CH X 308.  
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Illustration	  6.16:	  Hellenistic	  hoards	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins	  from	  Syria.	  All	  hoards	  contain	  coins	  dating	  back	  to	  
the	  fourth	  century	  BCE.	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  
Coin	  Total	   %	  Antiochene	  
IGCH	  1533	   Syria	   210	  BCE	   18	   3	   16.7%	  
IGCH	  1535	   Syria	   210	  BCE	   250+	   4	   1.6%	  
IGCH	  1537	   Kosseir	   190	  BCE	   82+	   1	   1.2%	  
IGCH	  1544	  
Laodicea	  ad	  
Mare	   169	  BCE	   92	   4	   4.3%	  
CH	  X	  298	   Apamea	   165	  BCE	   44+	   22	   50%	  
IGCH	  1546	   Aleppo	   164	  BCE	   35+	   5	   14.3%	  
IGCH	  1559	   Akkar	   150	  BCE	   69	   1	   1.4%	  
IGCH	  1556	   Syria	   145	  BCE	   38	   3	   7.9%	  
CH	  X	  308	   Gaziantep	   143	  BCE	   1916	   338	   17.6%	  
IGCH	  1561	  
Laodicea	  ad	  
Mare	   140	  BCE	   9	   1	   11.1%	  
CH	  X	  322	   Tartous	   120	  BCE	   200	   19	   9.5%	  
	  
These hoards are notable for the variety of coins they contain. Every single hoard has 
coins from Asia Minor, and many also contain coins from Greece, Macedonia, or the Black Sea 
region. Coins from greater Syria, Mesopotamia, and further east in Ecbatana and Bactria appear 
in less than half of the hoards. Two hoards contain coins from Cyprus. Among this mix, 
Antiochene coins only once represent over 20% of an individual hoard (CH X 298). 
This wide coverage of the eastern Mediterranean is to be expected first because of the 
slow start in Seleucid minting within Syria. Houghton comments, “Lifetime and posthumous 
Alexanders, along with Lysimachi and Attalid tetradrachms, appear to have been sufficient to the 
needs of the Seleucid state and commerce, and there was little incentive for the Seleucid 
financial authorities to augment the supply of new silver money.”970 This gradually changed, but 
the Seleucids’ open currency policy still encouraged the exchange of non-Seleucid silver within 
                                                           
970 Houghton 2012, p. 237.  
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the limits of their empire. Even Ptolemaic silver continued to circulate in Phoenicia after 
Seleucid conquest.971  
The ten other hoards of the late Hellenistic period reveal a different pattern (ill. 6.17). 
Seven of the hoards exclusively contain coins dating to the second century BCE; the other three 
hoards have contents dating back to only the late third century BCE. Most of these coins were 
buried after 150 BCE.  
Illustration	  6.17: Hellenistic	  hoards	  containing	  silver	  Antiochene	  coins	  from	  Syria.	  All	  hoards	  have	  contents	  dating	  
between	  the	  late	  third	  century	  CE	  and	  the	  late	  second	  century	  CE.	   
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  
Coin	  Total	   %	  Antiochene	  
CH	  II	  83	   Syria	   175	  BCE	   9+	   8	   88.9%	  
IGCH	  1560	   Ghonsle	   150	  BCE	   32	   5	   15.6%	  
IGCH	  1555	   Syria	   145	  BCE	   150+	   49+	   32.7%+	  
IGCH	  1593	   Ras-­‐Baalbek	   140	  BCE	   43	   11	   25.6%	  
IGCH	  1597	   Khan	  el-­‐Abde	   138	  BCE	   118+	   20	   16.9%	  
CH	  X	  314	   Syria	   130	  BCE	   173	   163	   94.2%	  
IGCH	  1563	  
Laodicea	  ad	  
Mare	   125	  BCE	   10	   5	   50%	  
CH	  X	  318	   Syria	   123	  BCE	   9	   3	   33.3%	  
IGCH	  1567	   Baarin	   110	  BCE	   21	   11	   52.4%	  
IGCH	  1568	   Kessab	   110	  BCE	   388+	   155	   39.9%	  
 
Antiochene coins represent a higher percentage in most of these hoards, averaging around 
45% of an individual hoard. This change is partially due to the increased importance of the 
Antiochene mint within Syria in the second century BCE. During this time, the mint began to 
issue silver coins with an increased number of dies and in a greater variety of denominations.972 
Duyrat also argues that the Seleucid monetary system was slowly closing as the empire’s borders 
contracted and the Seleucids debased their silver. 973 Indeed, after 140 BCE, foreign silver begins 
                                                           
971 See Aperghis 2004, pp. 231-234. 
972 Houghton 2012, p. 238. 
973 Duyrat 2015, pp. 368-371. See Houghton 2012, pp. 248-250. 
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to disappear from Syrian hoards. In the hoards containing Antiochene coins, Syrian issues are 
prominent even though a few coins from Asia Minor, Greece, and Macedonia continue to appear.    
The next cluster of seven hoards containing Antiochene coins were presumably buried 
between the first century BCE and the silver reforms which took place under the reign of Nero 
(54-68 CE).974 As discussed in Chapter 3, denominational differences between Antiochene 
tetradrachms and Tyrian silver may have prevented the circulation of Antiochene coins to the 
south. The four hoards with known find spots do come from northern Syria (ill. 6.18), but this is 
hardly conclusive evidence for a limit in coin circulation. More telling is that hoards further to 
the south predominately contain silver from the southern mints of Tyre, Ascalon, and Aradus.975  
Illustration	  6.18: The	  find	  spots	  of	  four	  first	  century	  BCE	  and	  first	  century	  CE	  hoards	  within	  Syria	  in	  relation	  to	  
Antioch.	  Two	  hoards	  were	  found	  near	  Aleppo.	  The	  place	  names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  The	  three	  hoards	  
attributed	  to	  “Syria”	  are	  not	  shown.	  	  
  
The proportion in which Antiochene coins appear within these hoards differs remarkably 
from the Hellenistic hoards (ill. 6.19). Where Antiochene coins are found, they represent the 
                                                           
974 IGCH 1575, 1577, 1578, 1583; CH II 131; CH IX 589; CH X 345.  
975 See Butcher 2004, p. 180-185, 270-274. 
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undeniable majority of the coin hoard. The only identifiable non-Antiochene pieces include one 
coin from Seleucia Pieria and one coin from the Parthian king Phraates IV.976 Overall, these 
hoards hardly show the same diverse mixture allowed under the open currency system of the 
earlier Seleucids. Not even silver coins of neighboring provinces appear in the hoards postdating 
Roman annexation. The rest of this distribution study is needed in order to see how far 
Antiochene silver spreads in the East, but the evidence from Syria alone already indicates a 
noticeable change from earlier periods.   
Illustration	  6.19:	  First	  century	  BCE	  and	  first	  century	  CE	  hoards	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins	  from	  Syria.	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  
Coin	  Total	  
%	  Antiochene	  
IGCH	  1575	   Aleppo	   80	  BCE	   20	   20	   100%	  
CH	  X	  345	   Syria	   76	  BCE	   53+	   52	   98.1%	  
IGCH	  1577	   Syria	   69	  BCE	   25+	   25+	   100%	  
IGCH	  1578	  
Aleppo	  
environs	  
50	  BCE	   22	   22	   100%	  
IGCH	  1583	   Akkar	   30	  BCE	   16+	   15	   93.8%	  
CH	  II	  131	   Syria	   5	  BCE	   70+	   40+	   57.1%977	  
CH	  IX	  589	   Al-­‐Bab	   12	  CE	   76	   75	   98.7%	  
 
What agent caused this change is unclear. The closing of the Seleucid currency system 
coincided with the shrinking borders of their empire, which may have prevented coins of 
neighboring states in Asia Minor and Egypt from mixing with Antiochene issues. Even within 
Syria, minting along different standards in the north and south may have contributed to separate 
currency pools. The evidence from the rest of the first century BCE suggests Roman annexation 
did little to change this pattern. Indeed, even civic silver production continued at Tyre. 
Lack of hoard evidence for the next two centuries makes it difficult to observe how the 
pattern of Antiochene silver finds continued to evolve within Syria. This is unfortunate because 
the coins themselves testify to a significant change in type and standard under the Neronian 
                                                           
976 The rest of the coins are of uncertain origins.  
977 Only Antiochene coins were identified for this hoard. It is unclear whether the entire hoard contained only 
Antiochene coins or a variety of mints. The former is more likely.  
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reforms. Based upon the evidence discussed in Chapter 8, Antiochene coins likely started 
circulating in southern Syria at least by the second century CE.  
The only Syrian hoard of Antiochene coins that dates to this period is a bit unusual.978 
The hoard came from Laodicea ad Mare and was buried at latest around 140 CE. It contains a 
total of 64+ silver tetradrachms and denarii minted between the reigns of Nero and Hadrian. Nine 
coins originated from Antioch, three coins from Laodicea ad Mare, 21 coins from Rome, and 31 
coins from Cyprus. Cypriot coins are rare finds in Syria, so the hoard likely reflects Laodicea’s 
position on eastern Mediterranean trade routes rather than the circulation of these different issues 
together in the province.979  
 The last six hoards containing Antiochene silver all date to the third century CE. The 
geographical distribution of the find spots does not differ dramatically from the previous periods 
(ill. 6.20), but the composition of the hoards does show a definite change (ill. 6.21). None of the 
tetradrachms or denarii date earlier than the Severan period. Butcher ties this to the reform of the 
tetradrachm under Caracalla, which significantly lowered the silver content in the coins and 
created a watershed in circulating currency.980 What is even more remarkable is the variety of 
mints again represented in the hoards. The tetradrachms in individual hoards can be tied to 
between two and eighteen different mints from greater Syria, Mesopotamia, and the southern 
Levant. The hoard from Gindaros also contains denarii minted at Antioch, Rome, and Emesa. 
Silver from the mint at Antioch no longer consistently represents the majority of the contents like 
the earlier Roman period, but ranges in percentage between c. 30%-90%.  
                                                           
978 Evers 1970, pp. 29-34.  
979 Evers 1970, pp. 29-30. See Butcher 2004, p. 182.  
980 Butcher 2004, pp. 109-116, 182. 
  265 
Illustration	  6.20:	  Location	  of	  four	  hoards	  containing	  Antiochene	  coin	  and	  dating	  from	  the	  second	  and	  third	  century	  
CE	  in	  Syria.	  The	  place	  names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  The	  locations	  of	  Mishrafit	  Remeilah,	  Al-­‐Atna,	  and	  Khan	  
Toman	  are	  approximate.	  The	  two	  hoards	  attributed	  to	  “Syria”	  are	  not	  shown.	  	  
 
 
Illustration	  6.21:	  Third	  century	  CE	  hoards	  from	  Syria	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  
Coin	  Total	  
%	  Antiochene	   #	  of	  Mints	  
Kiwan	  2012,	  pp.	  
126-­‐127	  
Mishrafit	  
Remeilah	  
222	  CE	   298	   128	   43.0%	   4	  
Kiwan	  2012,	  p.	  
126	  
Khan	  Toman	   235	  CE	   114	   86	   75.4%	   15	  
Kiwan	  2012,	  pp.	  
123-­‐124	  
Al-­‐Atna	   235	  CE	   85	   25	   29.4%	   18	  
Kramer	  2004,	  pp.	  
78-­‐83	  
Gindaros	   235	  CE	   123	   61+	   49.6%	   18	  
Bland	  1991,	  
Hoard	  1	  
Syria	   249	  CE	   75	   74	   98.7%	   2 
Bland	  1991,	  pp.	  2-­‐
3,	  no.	  2	  
Syria	   251	  CE	   106+	   79	   74.5%	   12 
 
As discussed in Chapter 5, a proliferation of eastern mints produced silver during the 
reigns of Caracalla and Macrinus, perhaps to meet the continuing needs of the Roman 
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bureaucracy and military.981 The fact that so many cities of the Near East minted a provincial 
type of silver leads Millar to consider this a “possible, but very ambiguous, sign of an integration 
between Empire and city.”982 What is most interesting for this distribution study is how the 
mixture of silver from Syria, Mesopotamia, and the southern Levant signals yet another change 
in the boundaries of the province.  
Considering the expected wider circulation of silver coins than bronze coins, more 
information about other areas of the East are needed to round out the distribution of Antiochene 
silver. The evidence discussed above begins to suggest the contraction and closing of territorial 
boundaries at the end of the late Seleucid period, which translated into a selective, if not closed 
silver currency pool within Syria. Indeed, silver from the nearby provinces in Cappadocia, Asia 
Minor, Cyprus, and Greece are rare finds among Syrian hoards of the Roman imperial period.983 
These borders may have changed in the third century CE, but only because more mints 
throughout the Near East were opened up to produce the same type of provincial silver.  
 
Conclusions 
 Although final conclusions must wait until the full distribution pattern of Antiochene coin 
finds has been considered, the pattern revealed among the site finds and hoards of Syria provide 
compelling information in the change rendered by Roman annexation both to the region and to 
Antioch. The distribution of silver coins hints at an evolution in regional boundaries. It also, 
however, underscores the continued reliance upon the Antiochene mint by the central 
government. Under the Seleucids, this reliance on Antioch was somewhat tempered by the 
allowance of the coins of other states to circulate within Syria. The Antiochene mint continued to 
                                                           
981 See Butcher 2004, pp. 109-116. 
982 Millar 1993b, p. 143. See also Bellinger 1940; Butcher 2004, pp. 110-115, 182.  
983 See Butcher 2004, 184. 
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play an important role in Syria under the Romans, but was now the almost exclusive supplier of 
silver among Syrian cities for much of the imperial period. The lack of non-Syrian silver 
underlines the prominence of Antioch in this role, if also hinting at a more restricted territorial 
delineation of the Near East. The other case studies will help clarify how far Antioch served in 
the role, whether in Syria alone or in other areas of the East as well.   
 The evidence of the bronze finds nuances this picture. The Antiochene mint originally 
played an important role in the region as a producer of royal bronze coins for the Seleucid 
government. The royal type gave these coins value, not the fact that they were minted at Antioch. 
The breakdown of the Seleucid empire allowed certain cities to turn inward to their own civic 
production and perhaps granted them the ability to regulate circulating currency to the point of 
excluding coins of neighboring cities. The early years following Roman annexation appear to 
have done little to change this situation, which makes it all the more interesting that eastern Syria 
may have relied upon Antiochene bronze for currency. Perhaps the name and imagery of Antioch 
now carried weight.   
 The Roman bureaucracy did eventually affect Syrian coinage. In the first century CE, 
they presumably introduced a standardized provincial coin to the region. The choice of Antioch 
for the production of these coins makes sense from a practical perspective: the city contained the 
minting resources and capabilities for such provincial production. Furthermore, plenty of other 
amenities drew the provincial Roman government to Antioch. The presence of these leaders 
within the city may have provided greater oversight of the standardized currency, but too little is 
known about the operations of the mint to be sure.      
 Production of a provincial type of coin did not increase the circulation of the 
Antiochenes’ civic coins within Syria. Indeed, neither the traditional nor the hybrid coins appear 
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to have represented a significant portion of currency circulating after the first century CE. The 
currency pool may have been saturated with civic issues from multiple cities, thereby watering 
down the significance of specifically Antiochene coins. On the other hand, certain cities may 
have been more resistant to the issues of other cities. The finds pattern suggests policies differed 
from city to city.  
 This included the use of the provincial SC coins. Contrary to what was previously 
assumed within scholarship, the circulation of these coins generally decreased within Syria 
throughout the Roman imperial period. In some places, the decrease in the finds is dramatic 
enough to suggest active regulation by civic officials, perhaps for reasons of self-promotion 
through their own coinage. In other regions, provincial SC coins appear to have served as part of 
a more general mix or as a partial substitute for the insufficiency of local production. This 
already begins to contrast the pattern at Antioch, which did have an active civic mint, but still 
reveals a strong and consistent presence of provincial coins. More evidence is needed from the 
wider region to see how far this pattern extended.     
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Chapter 7: Coin Finds East of Syria 
 To the east of Syria lie the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers, the Mesopotamian plain, and 
areas under successive control by the major eastern powers of the Seleucids, Parthians, and 
Sasanids, as well as other smaller kingdoms like Osrhoene. This area is of particular interest to 
the current distribution study because of its connections to Syria. From a political standpoint, 
these regions formed a significant part of the Seleucid empire until they fell to the Parthians in 
the 140s BCE. A series of Roman military campaigns against the Parthians in the second century 
CE annexed sites along the bank of the Euphrates into Syria in addition to creating a whole new 
province from the rest of Mesopotamia.984 Roman military activity before and after these 
additions created another point of contact between the two areas. Even as political boundaries 
changed and military conflict raged, however, well-established trade routes connected this 
eastern region to Syria. Regular exchange continued between these areas regardless of which 
government held power.985 The historical evidence reveals social ties as well, such as the 
community of Jews who emigrated from Babylon to Syria (see Chapter 2).986  
 Each of these connections potentially created a channel through which Syrian and 
specifically Antiochene coins could move. Five excavation sites and 33 hoards have been 
gathered from this region to examine the distribution of Antiochene coins. The coin finds 
discussed here differ from those of the previous chapters in that both silver and bronze are well 
represented in either type of assemblage. All the same, the ten bronze hoards are again discussed 
alongside the excavation finds where appropriate, but with their numbers kept separate (see 
Chapter 4). An analysis of the 23 hoards containing silver from Antioch then follows. 
                                                           
984 See Sartre 2005, pp. 25-26, 143-150; Millar 1993b, pp. 99-159. The maps in Butcher 2003, pp. 83-86, and Sartre 
2001, pp. 1001, 1009-1011, help to illustrate the changing borders.    
985 See Raschke 1978, pp. 642-645; Young 2001, pp. 136-198.   
986 Joseph. Ant. 17.23-27. 
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Overview of Excavations from East of Syria  
 All five excavation reports come from sites nestled between or near the Tigris and 
Euphrates River (ill. 7.1). Closest to Roman Syria are the trading city of Dura-Europos and the 
ancient settlement of Tall Seh Hamad/Magdalu, both of which were brought into the province of 
Roman Syria during the second century CE.987 Further to the southeast are the substantial cities 
of Seleucia on the Tigris and Susa.988 Trajan’s forces entered both cities multiple times during 
the second century CE, but neither fell under Roman control for any significant period of time. 
All four sites were located along major trade routes connecting the Mediterranean to the Gulf.989 
The last site of Ain Sinu is located to the north near ancient Singara in modern Iraq.990 Unlike the 
other sites, which were founded either before or during the Seleucid period, Ain Sinu was a 
Roman frontier post established during the Severan period as Rome looked east towards the 
encroaching Sasanian Empire. The short occupation of this site sets it apart from the others.  
 
                                                           
987 Dura-Europos: Bellinger 1949; Tall Seh Hamad/Magdalu: Oettel 2005. 
988 Seleucia on the Tigris: McDowell 1935, Le Rider 1998; Susa: Le Rider 1965.  
989 See Oettel 2005, 334. Also Le Rider 1965, 1998.  
990 Ain Sinu: Oates 1959.  
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Illustration	  7.1:	  Map	  of	  the	  five	  excavation	  sites	  to	  the	  east	  of	  Syria	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  	  
 
  
 Several features of the coin assemblages from these sites make quantified analysis 
difficult. The first problem is the extremely disproportionate number of finds. Three of the 
assemblages produced over 2,000 coins: Susa (2,485 coins), Seleucia on the Tigris (2,721+ 
coins), and Dura-Europos (14,000+ coins).991 Far fewer are the finds from Ain Sinu (25 coins) 
and Tall Seh Hamad (106 coins).  
A second problem relates to publication. Occupation of Seleucia on the Tigris continued 
past the third century CE, but the 400-500+ Roman, Sasanian, and Byzantine coin finds from the 
1920s/1930s excavations were not published along with the Greek finds.992 Later Italian 
excavations at the site did find and publish a few Roman coins, but not all. The situation is 
slightly better for Susa, as a small quantity of Roman coins dated to the later periods were 
published. The majority of coins not included in this list are presumably Sasanian in origin.  
                                                           
991 The total number of coins at Dura-Europos provided by Bellinger 1949, does not match the actual count of coins 
published in the catalogue.  
992 T. B. Jones 1963, p. 317. 
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 This disparity among the finds hopelessly skews any regional average of Antiochene coin 
distribution to the finds of Dura-Europos. I therefore opted to compare the individual sites to the 
Syrian average where necessary, but keep the numbers of each site separate. That said, a division 
does emerge between sites which fell under Roman control (Dura, Tall Seh Hamad, Ain Sinu) 
and those which did not (Susa and Seleucia on the Tigris). Susa and Seleucia also minted coins 
fairly regularly, whereas production at the other three sites was minimal or non-existent.993 The 
question studied here is what difference did either aspect make in the circulation of western 
Syrian coin from Antioch.  
 
Dura-Europos 
 The assemblage from Dura-Europos provides an important comparison to the finds at 
Antioch and those of other Syrian sites. Not only did the excavations at Dura collect and publish 
one of the largest collections of coins for the region, the city’s long occupation shows in the 
assemblage. The city fell successively under the Seleucids, the Parthians, and the Romans, 
before Persian forces sacked and destroyed the city during the mid-third century CE. Coins tied 
to each authority appear among the finds.  
The sudden destruction of the city, however, also affected the pattern of coins available 
for study. On the one hand, plenty of bronze and silver coins appear, especially for the later 
periods (see ill. 7.2). On the other hand, given the disproportionate representation of these later 
finds, it is somewhat more difficult to extrapolate about earlier circulation patterns.994 For 
instance, did the excavations recover so many first century CE coins because they still circulated 
when the city was destroyed? Did these earlier coins reach Dura in the first century CE or did 
                                                           
993 See Le Rider 1998, p. 76. 
994 Butcher 2004, p. 163.  
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they enter the city later after circulating within the region? Bellinger’s coin report does not 
include stratigraphic information for the coins, which may have helped in sorting out the 
evolution of currency patterns.995 Caution must therefore be exercised while interpreting the 
important pattern emerging from these finds over time. 
Illustration	  7.2: Percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  by	  chronological	  period	  in	  the	  
excavations	  at	  Dura-­‐Europos	  (total	  coins	  13,600+).	  The	  23	  undated	  Roman	  finds	  are	  not	  included	  in	  this	  chart	  nor	  
the	  214+	  Antiochene	  coins	  that	  could	  not	  be	  identified	  by	  type.	   
  
 Beginning with the Hellenistic period, Antiochene coins for the central Seleucid 
government represent an overwhelming percentage of the late Seleucid finds at Dura (ill. 7.2). At 
over 86% of the 900+ period finds, this percentage registers as high as that for sites within 
northern Syria including Antioch itself (ill. 7.3).996 This is somewhat surprising considering the 
fact that Dura lay at an equal distance between Antioch and Seleucia on the Tigris, the location 
of another important Seleucid mint. Dura could have potentially received coins from either place 
as long as the Seleucid empire encompassed all three cities. Antiochene coins nevertheless 
                                                           
995 Bellinger 1949, p. ix. Bellinger refers to the general lists of coin find spots within the preliminary excavation 
reports from Dura, but these lists do not discuss stratigraphic information. See Baur and Rostovtzeff 1929-. 
Bellinger does comment that “in general early coins and late are found in all quarters of the city.”   
996 See Mørkholm 1984, p. 104.  
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represent a steady presence among the finds at Dura up until the reign of Antiochus IX (113-112 
BCE). The one bronze hoard of this period from Dura-Europos shows a similar pattern. From a 
total assemblage of 207 coins, 204 are bronze Antiochene coins dating to Antiochus III. Only 
two coins came from Seleucia on the Tigris and Tyre.997  
Illustration	  7.3: Comparison	  of	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  finds	  at	  Dura-­‐Europos	  (based	  upon	  a	  total	  of	  13,600+	  
coins)	  to	  the	  Syrian	  average	  (total	  2,441	  coins)	  and	  the	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  5,449	  coins). 
 
 
Le Rider has proposed that the Antiochene coins reflect the movement of Antiochene and 
Syrian traders from Dura-Europos to the Mediterranean.998 This is a similar explanation to what 
Nixon ultimately concluded for the strong presence of Antiochene coin at Jebel Khalid, which 
was located along one of the same routes connecting Antioch and Dura-Europos (see Chapter 6). 
Such dominant quantities of Antiochene coinage at Dura, however, may also suggest that civic or 
central governmental authorities arranged for coins from the Antiochene mint to be brought to 
the city.999   
                                                           
997 Bellinger 1949, pp. 178-179. An odd bronze coin dating to Mithridates I (171-138 BCE) also appears in the 
hoard, but Bellinger proposes the coin was added later.  
998 Le Rider 1998, pp. 80-81. See Raschke 1978, n. 758.  
999 See Aperghis 2004, pp. 236-242, 280, for a hypothetical picture of how this worked during the Seleucid period. 
See also Mørkholm 1984, pp. 93-97; Houghton 2012, p. 247.  
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 After the Parthian conquest of the city around 113 BCE, Seleucid coins from Antioch 
become less common.1000 Antiochene coins still represent almost 40% of the finds in the first 
century BCE (ill. 7.2). This aligns with the Syrian average (ill. 7.3), but care must be taken in 
this comparison. Almost 24% of the first century BCE coins from Dura are Antiochene silver, 
which are rare finds within the Syrian excavations (see Chapter 6). That said, the finds from 
Dura include Antiochene tetradrachms from before and after the Roman annexation of Syria, 
which may suggest a consistency in their arrival at Dura. Bellinger wondered whether the 
Parthians made “no serious attempt to supply money for northern Mesopotamia and eastern 
Syria.”1001 They instead allowed Antiochene coins to continue circulating within Dura in 
addition to coinage minted within Parthia, which represent the majority of the site assemblage 
for this period. The hoard evidence from throughout the East supports this claim as far as it 
concerns the presence of silver coins from Antioch (see below). Whether bronze coins from 
Antioch also continued circulating at Dura has to remain more speculative. Only five Antiochene 
civic coins dating to the first century BCE appear at Dura.  
 A hoard from Nisibis north of Dura Europos does contain first century BCE civic bronze 
coins from Antioch and may offer minor support for their circulation in the region (ill. 7.4).1002 
The hoard contains a total of 624 coins: one denarius from the Roman Republic and 623 bronze 
issues from a variety of mints and issuing authorities (ill. 7.5). These include royal issues of the 
Seleucids minted at Seleucia on the Tigris, Antioch, and other Syrian mints; royal issues from 
the kingdoms of Commagene, Parthia, Judaea, and Nabataea; and a scattering of civic issues 
from Syrian cities such as Apamea, Laodicea, Seleucia Pieria, Aradus, Damascus, and Sidon. 
                                                           
1000 Sartre 2005, p. 26. 
1001 Bellinger 1949, pp. 200-201. 
1002 Published as IGCH 1788 and in Seyrig 1955.  
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Antiochene royal issues represent 22.6% of this hoard, but most noteworthy are the 214 civic 
issues from the city (34.3%).    
Illustration	  7.4:	  Location	  of	  the	  first	  century	  BCE	  hoard	  from	  Nisibis	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins	  in	  relation	  to	  Dura-­‐
Europos	  and	  Antioch.	  	  
 
 
Illustration	  7.5:	  Breakdown	  of	  623	  bronze	  coins	  contained	  in	  a	  first	  century	  BCE	  hoard	  from	  Nisibis	  (IGCH	  1788).	  The	  
one	  plated	  denarius	  from	  the	  Roman	  Republic	  is	  not	  included.	  
Issuing	  
Authority	  
Seleucid	   Antioch	  Civic	   Syrian	  Civic	  
Seleucia	  on	  
the	  Tigris	  
Other	  
Mints	  
Uncertain	  
Mints	  
Total	  Coins	  
172	  (141	  from	  
Antioch)	  
214	   23	   72	   31	   111	  
%	  
27.6%	  (22.6%	  
Antiochene)	  
34.3%	   3.7%	   11.5%	   5%	   17.8%	  
 
Seyrig concedes that the Antiochene coins and the bronze from other Syrian cities could 
be scrap coins having no legal weight in the region. However, he also opens the possibility that 
foreign currency like the Syrian issues could have filled a gap in local minting within northern 
Mesopotamia.1003 If so, this might explain the presence of the five Antiochene bronze coins at 
Dura as well. As established in Chapter 6, Antiochene civic coins did move to the far eastern 
corners of Syria during the first century BCE, either due to an active selection on the part of the 
                                                           
1003 Seyrig 1955, pp. 101-103.  
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inhabitants or through the movement of traders leaving Antioch for the east. At least the latter 
group of people is known to have continued moving east to and through Dura on their way to the 
coast, and it is reasonable to suggest they brought Antiochene coins into the region.1004  
Whatever factor allowed Antiochene bronze in the north seems to be missing in the 
southeast. Antiochene coinage is noticeably absent from the later bronze hoards at Susa, which 
contain a majority of Parthian coins. Italian excavations at Seleucia on the Tigris yielded one 
bronze hoard buried around 84 BCE; all finds were civic issues from Seleucia on the Tigris.1005 
Perhaps the presence of active Parthian mints in this region limited the movement of non-
Parthian coinage (see below).    
 If the circulation of Antiochene bronze coins at Dura-Europos is questionable during the 
first century BCE, an explanation is needed for the sudden spike in the percentage of Antiochene 
coins in the following period. While the percentages of Antiochene silver and civic bronze 
decrease significantly (3.9% and 2.6% respectively), Antiochene provincial SC bronze coins 
represent 51.6% of the 700 finds for the first century CE (ill. 7.2). Parthian coins and civic issues 
from Seleucia on the Tigris make up the majority of the rest of the assemblage.  
 Bellinger believes the presence of provincial SC coins signals a move by the Parthians to 
draw in supplemental coinage to their own royal issues and the civic coins from Seleucia on the 
Tigris. He argues, “The fact that all these occur at Dura shows that the Parthian governors had no 
more prejudice against the portrait of a Roman emperor than against that of a Seleucid king.”1006 
One could further claim that that the larger denomination provided by the provincial SC filled a 
hole left by the small civic coins of Seleucia and the royal Parthian silver.1007 Butcher writes, 
                                                           
1004 See Young 2001; Raschke 1978.  
1005 Le Rider 1998, pp. 68-69. 
1006 Bellinger 1949, pp. 202-203.  
1007 See Le Rider 1998, pp. 80-81.  
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“The Parthians rarely issue royal bronze coinage of such a large module but may have needed 
such coins, at least in the westernmost part of the Parthian realm.”1008 Dura did not produce its 
own coinage after the Seleucid period and the city’s inhabitants may have needed such a coin as 
the provincial SC type to facilitate commercial activity within the city.  
Even if governmental agency was not involved, provincial SC coins could have 
continued to move along trade routes either through northern Syria or across Palmyra into Dura-
Europos. As argued in Chapter 6, provincial SC coins do have a strong presence within Syria 
during the first century CE, possibly as a standardized provincial coin introduced by the Roman 
bureaucracy. Perhaps use of a standardized currency from across the Parthian/Roman border 
encouraged commercial transactions within Dura (see Chapter 6). Imported Roman wares at 
Dura for this period certainly suggest a degree of cross-border exchange.1009  
While it is conceivable then that an unknown portion of the provincial SC coins 
circulated at Dura during the first century CE, countermarks on the Antiochene finds at Dura 
suggest many coins actually arrived later. It is impossible to calculate from Bellinger’s catalog 
how many coins were countermarked, but at least three distinct groups appear.1010 Several of the 
Julio-Claudian coins are countermarked with the standing Athena of Domitian, which was likely 
applied at Antioch during the Flavian period (see Chapter 5).1011 Legionary countermarks also 
appear similar to those in the Syrian hoard discussed in Chapter 5.1012 The first century CE 
Antiochene coins also bear countermarks from cities outside of Antioch and Dura, such as an ear 
                                                           
1008 Butcher 2004, p. 169. 
1009 Butcher 2003, p. 195. 
1010 Practices of countermarking presumably varied from place to place. It is unclear whether all coins needed to be 
countermarked to be considered currency or if only a portion of coins sufficed to revalue an entire issue. See 
Howgego 1985, p. 8.   
1011 e.g., Bellinger 1949, nos. 1604e, 1612a, 1620a, 1624b, 1624c, 1625a, 1625b, 1625c, 1626a. See Howgego 1985, 
no. 245.  
1012 e.g., Bellinger 1949, nos. 1604a, 1604b, 1604c, 1625d. See Brunk 1980, pp. 63-76. 
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of wheat from Neapolis or Nisibis and a bearded head possibly from Edessa.1013 All three sets of 
countermarks indicate at least these provincial SC coins passed through other cities or places 
before they entered Dura. These coins may therefore have been residual issues of the 
standardization of Syrian coinage in the first century CE, which then slowly made their way to 
Dura through traders and other travelers.  
The legionary countermarks may also signal that soldiers taking part in Trajan’s 
campaigns and later military actions brought a quantity of the first century CE provincial SC 
coins to the city and region. An arch built in honor of Trajan by the Legion III Cyrenaica testifies 
to the presence of the Roman military within the city already in 116 CE. Roman forces later 
occupied the city from 160 CE through the middle of the third century CE.1014 Even though no 
countermarks expressly testify to it, a military explanation may be behind the presence of second 
century CE provincial SC issues at Dura as well. Ninety-five percent of the identifiable SC coins 
date to the period of the military campaigns, which culminated in the Roman occupation of Dura 
in 160 CE.1015 Provincial SC coins after this period are found in minimal amounts (ill. 7.2).1016     
Indeed, Antiochene bronze of any type accounts for a small portion of finds from the 
second century CE onward (ill. 7.2). The percentage of Antiochene civic coins represents less 
than 1% of the second century CE assemblage and only 9.3% of finds dating to the Severan 
period. Eight contemporary bronze hoards from Dura reinforce this pattern.1017 All the hoards 
were buried during the third century CE and originated from within the Roman barracks as well 
as from other public and private areas of the city. Regardless of find spot, Antiochene bronze of 
                                                           
1013 e.g., Bellinger 1949, nos. 1621c, 1624d, 1625e. See Howgego 1985, nos. 26, 408. 
1014 Millar 1993b, pp. 102, 114-115, 131-133, 162.  
1015 A poorly published pot hoard from Hatra in modern Iraq was reported to contain 20 provincial SC bronzes from 
Antioch dating to the reigns of Nerva, Trajan, Hadrian, and Antoninus Pius. The exact number of coins found in this 
pot was not recorded. See J. Walker 1958, p. 169; Raschke 1978, p. 828, n. 759. Hatra appears to have attempted to 
mint imitations of the provincial SC issues starting in the reign of Antoninus Pius. See Slocum 1977, p. 43.   
1016 Compare with Butcher 2004, p. 169. 
1017 See Bellinger 1949, pp. 165-185, nos. 8-9, 11-12, 14-16, 22.  
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either civic or provincial type represents only between 4%-16% of the predominately third 
century CE coins (ill. 7.6).1018 
Illustration	  7.6:	  Third	  century	  CE	  hoards	  from	  Dura-­‐Europos	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  All	  references	  are	  to	  
Bellinger	  1949,	  pp.	  165-­‐185.	  
Reference	   Total	  Coins	   Antiochene	  Coin	  Total	   %	  Antiochene	  
Hoards	  8	  and	  91019	   2821	  (mostly	  bronze)	   358	   12.7%	  
Hoard	  11	   28	  (mostly	  bronze)	   1	   2%	  
Hoard	  12	   260	  bronze	   41	   15.8%	  
Hoard	  14	   202	  bronze	   24	   11.9%	  
Hoard	  15	   159	  bronze	   14	   8.8%	  
Hoard	  16	   74	  bronze	   5	   6.8%	  
Hoard	  22	   21	  bronze	   1	   4.8%	  
 
 The low percentage of at least Antiochene bronze within the city is clearly due to the 
variety of other coins available (for a discussion on the silver finds of this period, see below). 
Dura itself did not mint during this period, but a great many local and regional mints did. Among 
both the hoards and site finds, recently established mints to the north of Dura, such as Edessa, 
Nisibis, and Carrhae, are particularly well represented. Small quantities of other civic issues from 
mints across the East appear as well.1020 The assemblage even includes coins from Pontic and 
Peloponnesian cities, but their presence has been tentatively linked to the military in the 
region.1021  
As only a small portion of these coins was found in explicitly military contexts, the 
pattern of the finds is best interpreted as a reflection of the general currency circulating within 
the city and the region. The consistent, albeit smaller percentages of Antiochene coins testify to 
the continued movement and probable circulation of Antiochene bronze within Dura, but the 
inhabitants, soldiers, and traders at Dura clearly did not exclusively rely upon them. The variety 
                                                           
1018 Bellinger refers to the Antiochene coins according to his assumed denominations, which makes identifying the 
type difficult.  
1019 Bellinger combined these two hoards because they were both found under the same floor. See Bellinger 1949, p. 
172.  
1020 On the establishment and operations of these mints, see Hill 1916, pp. 149-168. 
1021 See Butcher 1996, p. 109; Butcher 2004, pp. 178-179; Butcher 2013, p. 8.   
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of issuing authorities appearing among the finds at Dura may suggest later coins moved through 
trade and other commercial activities rather than through just governmental agency. Butcher 
notes a similar pattern among the third century CE finds from Zeugma and wonders if the finds 
from both sites might point to a “Euphratensian background pattern” in which at least 
Antiochene and Mesopotamian issues had equal value.1022 More finds are needed from the wider 
region to test this hypothesis, but the overall pattern suggests that a greater variety of coinage 
circulated at Dura than in previous centuries and at contemporary sites in western Syria (see 
Chapter 6).  
 
Tall Seh Hamad 
The 106 coin finds from Tall Seh Hamad reveal a slightly different pattern than nearby 
Dura Europos, but this may be a fluke of the smaller assemblage (ill. 7.7). For instance, the 
absence of both royal Seleucid and civic issues from Antioch in the assemblages of the second 
and first centuries BCE is not surprising given the fact that only nine coin finds date to this time 
period. Only one of these coins predates the site’s capture by the Parthians.  
Illustration	  7.7:	  Chronological	  and	  type	  breakdown	  of	  excavation	  finds	  from	  Tell	  Seh	  Hamad.	  
TIME	  PERIOD	  
Royal/	  
Imperial	  
Civic	  
Provincial	  
Bronze	  
Provincial	  
Silver	  
Uncertain	  
Antiochene	  
Non-­‐
Antiochene	  
Period	  
Total	  
223-­‐91	  BCE	   	   	   	   	   	   7	   7	  
90-­‐31	  BCE	   	   	   	   	   	   2	   2	  
30	  BCE-­‐95	  CE	   	   5	   5	   1	   	   1	   12	  
96-­‐192	  CE	   	   	   3	   	   1	   22	   26	  
193-­‐235	  CE	   	   	   	   2	   	   25	   27	  
236-­‐283	  CE	   	   	   	   1	   	   3	   4	  
284-­‐423	  CE	   3	   	   	   	   	   2	   5	  
Undated	  Roman	   	   	   3	   	   	   20	   23	  
Coin	  Total	   3	   5	   11	   4	   1	   82	   106	  
 
                                                           
1022 Butcher 2013, pp. 7-8, 19.  
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 The Roman imperial period is better represented and follows the pattern at Dura in broad 
outlines. Antiochene civic and provincial SC coins appear among the first century CE finds. One 
of the Tiberian-era provincial SC coins is also countermarked with the Athena of Domitian. This 
may indicate the coins arrived later to the site as proposed for Dura-Europos, even though Oettel 
believes Tall Seh Hamad was part of the Syrian monetary system already by the late first century 
CE.1023   
Like at Dura, the presence of Antiochene bronze coins does not improve following Tall 
Seh Hamad’s integration into the Roman province of Syria in the later second century CE. 
Antiochene coinage only accounts for 15% of the second century CE finds and 9.7% of those 
dated to the third century CE (ill. 7.7). Once again, the majority of coin finds were produced at 
Mesopotamian mints like Carrhae, Rhesaena, and Edessa, but representative issues also appear 
from other Syrian mints and from Cappadocia. Given that most of the finds were discovered in 
the citadel, Oettel attributes the mixture of coins to military activity.1024 However, the military 
could have simply made use of what already circulated in the region.1025 Again, the pattern of the 
geographic origins of these coins does not differ significantly from what was found at Dura, even 
if the former exhibits less variety than the latter.  
The appearance of four silver coins from Antioch dating to the Roman imperial period is 
somewhat surprising considering the small size of the total assemblage. Their presence is 
nevertheless best interpreted in light of the hoard evidence from the region (see below). 
 
 
 
                                                           
1023 Oettel 2005, p. 168. The countermark appears on coin no. 30.  
1024 See Table 8 in Oettel 2005, p. 163, for an especially helpful breakdown of coin finds.   
1025 See Ziegler 1996.  
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Ain Sinu 
 The 25 mostly bronze coin finds from Ain Sinu give a much narrower snapshot of the 
region. All the finds come from the site’s brief existence as a Roman fort during the Severan 
period and later third century CE. Yet again, the majority of coins originated from 
Mesopotamian mints like Carrhae, Rhesaena, and Edessa. The one Antiochene coin from this 
assemblage is a halved tetradrachm dating to Elagabalus. The excavators comment that these 
coins “form a small but homogenous sample of the small denominations in circulation among the 
frontier garrisons during the Severan period, the great majority of which would appear to have 
been issued from local mints to satisfy the needs of the newly conquered territory, and in 
particular the demand created by the sudden influx of soldiery.”1026 This fits well with the pattern 
suggested by the finds at both Dura-Europos and Tall Seh Hamad. With local supplies available 
to the stationed troops and the inhabitants of the region, little reason existed to intentionally seek 
out supplies from western Syria.  
 
Susa and Seleucia on the Tigris 
 The pattern of excavation finds at both Susa and Seleucia on the Tigris differs 
significantly from the three sites to the north. Antiochene coins are too rare at these sites to 
warrant any graphs or tables. This is true even for the time before the region fell to the Parthians. 
At Susa, only six bronze and three silver Antiochene coins appear among the 1,000+ finds 
predating the first century BCE.1027 At Seleucia on the Tigris, at least one coin from Antioch was 
found; Le Rider’s review of McDowell’s report opens the possibility of a few more.1028 These 
few finds hardly reflect circulation of Antiochene bronze in the region. Instead, Seleucid mints at 
                                                           
1026 Oates 1959, p. 237.  
1027 Le Rider 1965, pp. 235-237.  
1028 Le Rider 1998, no. 789. See Le Rider 1998, p. 76.    
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both Susa and Seleucia on the Tigris supplied the area with coins. Le Rider may therefore be 
right in claiming the Antiochene coins were moved to the region by merchants traveling down 
from the Mediterranean coast.1029  
 Roman military activity in the area did little to change this pattern. At Susa, evidence of 
Antiochene bronze coins remains sparse. Only three coins date to the Roman imperial period: 
one special issue bronze of Augustus, one provincial SC bronze dating to Trajan, and an 
antoninianus of Aurelian. The pattern is harder to gauge at Seleucia on the Tigris. At least one 
example of a first century BCE civic issue from Antioch was found in the Italian excavations.1030 
According to T. B. Jones’ study of the 1920s/1930s coin finds, the Roman period assemblage 
also yields “approximately 40 large and small bronze coins of Trajan from Antioch” and a 
tetradrachm of Elagabalus.1031 Butcher wonders if the “Antiochene” coins of Trajan were 
actually issues struck in Rome for circulation in Syria and suggests “the presence of so large a 
number may well be a result of Trajan’s Parthian campaigns” (see Chapter 3).1032 The few 
remaining examples of Antiochene coins probably originated from commercial traffic.1033 
 Western coins have a generally minimal presence as single finds at Seleucia on the Tigris 
and Susa.1034 Distance as well as an adequate supply of locally minted coins clearly acted as a 
damper on the movement of Antiochene coins when the area was under Seleucid control.1035 If 
Antiochene coins still circulated in the western portion of the Parthian empire as proposed above, 
they did not move any further south along the Euphrates River. Again, sufficient local supplies 
                                                           
1029 Le Rider 1965, pp. 307, 450. 
1030 Le Rider 1998, no. 790.  
1031 T. B. Jones 1963, p. 317. 
1032 Butcher 2004, p. 169. 
1033 Le Rider 1965, pp. 450-451.  
1034 See Le Rider 1965, pp. 234ff; T. B. Jones 1963, p. 317.  
1035 See Le Rider 1965, p. 446; McDowell 1935, p. 180.  
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could have tempered the need for such issues. It is also possible that deep within the Parthian 
empire, the need for a “border” currency was less necessary.  
 
Eastern Hoards of Antiochene Silver  
 Twenty-three silver hoards containing Antiochene silver help to round out the picture 
presented by the single excavation finds and provide a context for the silver coins that appear 
among these assemblages. The hoards originated from a slightly wider territory stretching from 
the eastern edges of modern Syria and southern Armenia into Iran and Iraq. Based upon burial 
date, three distinct groups emerge: those buried at the end of Seleucid control of the East, those 
buried during Parthian control, and those buried during the second and third centuries CE.    
 The first set of hoards containing Antiochene silver date to the second century BCE (ill. 
7.8).1036 All four come from excavations at Susa (see ill. 7.1). The Antiochene coins extend in 
date from the reigns of Seleucus III through Demetrius II, at which point the Parthians had 
already begun their conquest of the region.1037 The presence of Antiochene coins never exceeds 
25% of the hoards; the coins are instead mixed with the more prominent issues from Seleucia on 
the Tigris, Ecbatana, an unidentified northern mint of Mesopotamia, and Susa itself. The 
percentage of Antiochene coinage is nevertheless greater than the bronze site finds indicated. 
Governmental activities of the Seleucids related to military operations or tax payments certainly 
account for some of the movement of these higher valued coins, but commercial activity may 
                                                           
1036 Bellinger 1949, no. 13; Le Rider 1965, nos. 3-6. The possible exception is hoard no. 6 (Le Rider 1965, pp. 248-
249) with a first century BCE coin of Tiraios I of Characene. Le Rider suggests it is a late addition to an earlier 
hoard. 
1037 Sartre 2005, p. 26. 
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have also contributed.1038 In either case, as the entire region was part of the Seleucid empire at 
this time, some presence of Antiochene royal silver is not unusual.     
Illustration	  7.8:	  Second	  century	  BCE	  hoards	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins	  from	  Susa.	  All	  references	  are	  to	  Le	  Rider	  
1965.	  	  	  
Reference	   Total	  Coins	   Antiochene	  Coin	  Total	   %	  Antiochene	  
No.	  3	   19	   2	   10.5%	  
No.	  4	   42	   7	   16.7%	  
No.	  5	   93	   20	   21.5%	  
No.	  6	   67	   11	   16.4%	  
 
 The next set of hoards with burials dated to the first century BCE are more 
unexpected.1039 By this point, the Parthian empire had taken over much of the eastern region 
including a line of territory west of the Euphrates and as far north as the borders of Armenia. A 
Parthian mint had already opened at Susa by the 140s BCE, and Parthian drachmas begin to 
appear in hoards around this time.1040 All the same, at least five hoards containing Antiochene 
coins appear from three different regions of the Parthian empire (ill. 7.9).    
 
                                                           
1038 See Aperghis 2004, pp. 228-231, 239-242.  
1039 IGCH 1744, 1782, 1784, 1786, 1814. Compare with Seyrig 1955, nos. 34 and 38. See also Raschke 1978, p. 
828, n. 760.   
1040 Duyrat 2015, p. 381.  
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Illustration	  7.9:	  Location	  of	  first	  century	  BCE	  hoards	  from	  east	  of	  Syria.	  The	  place	  names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  
 
 
 The percentage of Antiochene coins ranges widely in these hoards, from just over 1% to 
as high as 100% with the rest of the contents originating primarily from Parthia (ill. 7.10). The 
dates of these coins also vary, but a strong representation of Antiochene silver appears even after 
the breakdown of the Seleucid empire and Roman annexation of Antioch. Le Rider also noted a 
number of late first century BCE Antiochene tetradrachms in the Museum of Baghdad. The 
provenance of these coins includes cities like Nineveh and Hatra. At least those from Nineveh 
came from excavation (see ill. 7.11).1041   
Illustration	  7.10:	  First	  century	  BCE	  hoards	  from	  greater	  Mesopotamia	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	  
Total	  
Coins	  
Antioch	  	  
Before	  90	  BCE	  
Antioch	  
After	  90	  BCE	  
%	  Antiochene	  
IGCH	  1744	   Diyarbekir	   after	  30	  BCE	   238+	   10	   140	   63.0%	  
IGCH	  1782	  
Midyat	  
environs	  
c.	  80	  BCE	   40+	   17	   23	   100%	  
IGCH	  1784	  
Mardin	  
environs	  
c.	  60-­‐55	  BCE	   83+	   2	   29	   37.3%	  
IGCH	  1786	  
Basra	  
environs	  
after	  45	  BCE	   537+	   26	   227	   47.1%	  
IGCH	  1814	   Gombad	  
before	  53	  
BCE	  
13,000+	   215	   11	   1.7%	  
                                                           
1041 Le Rider 1965, p. 445.  
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This evidence, coupled with the first century BCE single silver finds from Dura (ill. 7.2), 
provides compelling support for the circulation of Antiochene silver within the East, even under 
the Parthian empire. Butcher writes that “their silver content and weight was greater than those 
of Parthian tetradrachms of Seleucia on the Tigris, but their weight and fineness corresponds 
quite well with four Parthian drachms.”1042 This “compatibility” may have encouraged the 
circulation of Antiochene tetradrachms within Parthian territory “long after they had disappeared 
in the Roman world.” As these coins were inherently valuable and not just fiduciary, it is not 
necessary to read any political significance into this circulation. In other words, unlike what was 
suggested for the movement of civic bronze coins from Antioch to the east in Chapter 6, use of 
Antiochene silver tetradrachms did not signal the Parthians’ recognition of the authority of the 
Antiochenes, the Seleucids, or the Romans. Rather, as Raschke concludes, the presence and 
presumed circulation of Antiochene silver signals that “the great cities of Mesopotamia, although 
politically under Parthian control, were economically within the ambit of the Eastern 
Mediterranean.”1043 In other words, merchants from the west are a likely agent in the movement 
of these coins.  
The final group of fourteen silver hoards containing Antiochene coins dates to the late 
second through third centuries CE.1044 Only one hoard each originated at Nineveh and Hatra, but 
the other twelve came from excavations at Dura-Europos (ill. 7.11). All these hoards originated 
during a period of heavy Roman military presence in the region, though only Dura-Europos 
came under firm Roman control in the later second century CE.   
                                                           
1042 Butcher 2004, p. 106.   
1043 Raschke 1978, p. 642.  
1044 CH III 92; Hill 1931; Bellinger 1949, pp. 165-185, nos. 1-7, 10, 17-20. 
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Illustration	  7.11:	  Location	  of	  second	  and	  third	  century	  BCE	  hoards	  from	  east	  of	  Syria.	  The	  place	  names	  are	  as	  they	  
are	  published.	  
 
 Four of the hoards contain Antiochene silver tetradrachms predating the debasement that 
occurred under the Severans (ill. 7.12).1045 These are noteworthy inclusions because they may 
point to the continued circulation of Antiochene silver in Parthia before the area came under 
Roman control. The hoards from Hatra and Nineveh may provide the best evidence. Despite their 
later burial date, they both contain Antiochene tetradrachms of the first century BCE and 
Parthian coinage. The hoard from Nineveh also consists of a mix of tetradrachms and denarii of 
the later Roman period, which may reflect recent Roman activity in the area.1046 The Antiochene 
coins at Hatra may relate to the site’s position along a major trade route between Antioch and the 
Persian Gulf.1047  
 
 
                                                           
1045 See Butcher 2004, p. 109ff.  
1046 See Harl 1996, p. 301.  
1047 See Slocum 1977, p. 37. 
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Illustration	  7.12:	  Late	  second	  and	  third	  century	  hoards	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins	  from	  Mesopotamia.	  	  
Before	  192	  CE	   After	  192	  CE	  
Reference	  
Find	  
Spot	  
Burial	  
Total	  
Coins	   Antioch	  Tetradrachms	  
Antioch	  
Imperial	  
Antiochene	  
Coin	  Total	  
%	  
Antiochene	  
CH	  III	  92	   Hatra	   after	  191	  CE	   1510	   296	   	   	   296	   19.6%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  nos.	  3	  
and	  4	  
Dura	  
c.	  217-­‐218	  
CE	  
402	   1	   9	   1	   11	   2.7%	  
Hill	  1931	   Nineveh	   after	  227	  CE	   387	   138+	   	   	   138+	   35.7%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  19	  
Dura	   235	  CE	   299	   	   135	   1	   136	   45.5%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  6	  
Dura	   253	  CE	   276	   	   269	   	   269	   97.5%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  7	  
Dura	   253	  CE	   358	   	   177	   28	   205	   57.3%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  18	  
Dura	   253	  CE	   124	   	   114	   	   114	   91.9%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  20	  
Dura	   253	  CE	   28	   	   28	   	   28	   100%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  1	  
Dura	   c.	  256	  CE	   788	   	   451	   144	   595	   75.5%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  2	  
Dura	   c.	  256	  CE	   96	   	   81	   1	   82	   85.4%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  5	  
Dura	  
c.	  256	  CE	  
(possibly	  
earlier)	  
29	   22	   	   1	   23	   79.3%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  10	  
Dura	   c.	  256	  CE	   543	   	   355	   106	   461	   84.9%	  
Bellinger	  
1949,	  no.	  17	  
Dura	   c.	  256	  CE	   45	   	   	   14	   14	   31.1%	  
	  
 As for the hoards at Dura, at least hoard no. 5 also contains 21 Antiochene tetradrachms 
of the first centuries BCE and CE in addition to Roman denarii of the second century CE. 
Bellinger concludes this hoard was likely collected as “different groups” over a long period of 
time, possibly as family savings.1048 Other contemporary historical testimony does suggest that 
Antiochene tetradrachms circulated at Dura before the entrance of the Romans. Two documents 
dated to 121 CE and 134 CE mention transactions with ἀργύριον καλὸν Τυρίου κόµµατος or 
“good silver of the Tyrian stamp/standard.”1049 As the Tyrian mint was no longer producing 
                                                           
1048 Bellinger 1949, pp. 169-170.  
1049 See P. Dura 20.6, 23.5. See also a Roman period document from Dura as well (P. Dura 25.29).  
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silver at this period, Bellinger and others have interpreted this as referring to Antiochene 
provincial silver still moving through trade and other traffic to Parthian Dura (see Chapter 3).1050  
  If this interpretation is correct, the remaining hoards from Dura dated to the third century 
CE testify to the continuing importance of Antiochene silver within the city after Roman 
annexation (ill. 7.12). Both tetradrachms and imperial denarii and antoniniani from Antioch 
represent between 31%-100% of coins in the hoards with contents only dating to the Severan 
period or later. The hoard containing the lowest percentage of Antiochene coinage (no. 17) was 
discovered on a soldier’s body and presumably represents his pay in antoniniani from Antioch, 
Emesa, and Rome.1051 The generally high percentages of Antiochene silver found in the city are 
understandable not only due to a military presence, but as a result of the demonstrated 
importance of the provincial mint for Syria in both private and public transactions (see Chapters 
3, 5, and 6).   
 
Conclusions 
 The pattern of finds from both excavations and hoards within regions east of Syria 
provides an interesting extension of the pattern discussed in Chapter 6. While this area was under 
Seleucid control, bronze and silver coins from Antioch did enter and, by extension, circulate. The 
difference that emerges among the sites to the west (Dura-Europos) and those further southeast 
(Susa, Seleucia on the Tigris) appears to be a combination of the distance from Antioch and the 
availability of locally minted coin. Direct governmental action may have ensured that Dura was 
supplied with coins from Antioch, whereas Seleucia on the Tigris and Susa relied upon their own 
                                                           
1050 Bellinger 1932, pp. 146-149; Rostovtzeff, Brown, and Welles 1939, pp. 442-444. See also Raschke 1978, p. 827, 
n. 758.  
1051 Bellinger 1949, p. 181.  
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coins and that of each other. The Antiochene silver that does appear at these latter sites may have 
been moved by either governmental or commercial activity.  
 A fascinating pattern emerges after this entire region falls to the Parthian empire. 
Although political boundaries divided this eastern empire from the empires of the Seleucids and 
then the Romans, silver and possibly bronze coins from Antioch continue to enter and 
presumably circulate within the East. The Parthians may have had their own reasons to allow the 
use of such foreign issues as currency, but what the finds almost certainly represent is the 
continued commercial activity existing between regions east and west of the Euphrates.  
Any identification of agency beyond commercial activity is speculation. Bellinger 
comments, “though we have no mention of it, we must assume the existence of some system of 
banking and credit which would assure a regular supply to the business of Dura. Merchants 
cannot have been forced to wait for the accident of people coming to town with coins upon 
them.”1052 Butcher wonders if diplomatic relations between governments encouraged these the 
acquisition of western coin for use in the East.1053 Roman military campaigns may have also 
moved a certain amount of these coins as well.  
Whatever the agent, the fact that specifically Antiochene coins continue to appear in 
eastern regions past the Euphrates testifies to the importance they must have had in eastern Syria 
during the earlier periods of the first centuries BCE and CE. The importance of silver is to be 
expected, but the appearance of the provincial SC coins – especially with countermarks 
indicating their movement through the cities and military camps within Syria – reflects and 
reinforces how extensively these coins must have been used within Syria (see Chapter 6).  
                                                           
1052 Belinger 1949, p. 195.  
1053 Butcher 2004, p. 169.  
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 Provincial and later central silver issues from Antioch remained important to the eastern 
regions in the late second and third centuries CE, but a similar case cannot be made for the 
provincial and civic issues. Although both types represent a portion of the finds at Dura, Tall Seh 
Hamad, and Ain Sinu, their presence is minimal. Antiochene coins clearly made it to the middle 
Euphrates, but so did other bronze coins. By this point, Mesopotamian mints contributed as 
much or more to their own currency as did mints outside this region. This finding agrees with the 
pattern already discussed for the rest of Syria (see Chapter 6). Whatever regional importance the 
bronze Antiochene coins once had diminished or, at the very least, had undergone a change by 
the end of the second century CE.   
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Chapter 8: Coin Finds in the Southern Levant, Egypt, and Arabia 
 Three distinct regions of the greater southern Levant are considered in the following 
chapter: Egypt, Arabia, and the territory in between which encompassed Judaea/Syria Palaestina, 
smaller city-states, and other principalities.1054 All three regions are important to this distribution 
study because of their political, economic, and social connections to Antioch and Syria both 
before and after Roman annexation. The separate and complicated histories of each region, 
however, have had a significant impact on where and when Antiochene coins appear and are 
considered in each of the sections below.        
 Twenty-one excavation sites and eighteen hoards were selected for this region based 
upon the criteria outlined in Chapter 4. The wealth of excavation especially in the territory of 
modern day Egypt and Israel produced a substantial body of evidence available for examination. 
That said, only hoards within the middle Levantine territory were found to contain Antiochene 
coins. As such, the following chapter first considers the excavation finds and hoards of the 
middle Levantine territory, followed by the excavation finds from Arabia and Egypt. In each 
section, the general pattern of Antiochene coin finds is discussed along with notable exceptions 
within individual assemblages.  
  
Overview of Excavations of the Southern Levant 
 The evolving political divisions of the Levantine area directly south of Phoenicia and 
Damascus defy ready characterization, but the region of the “southern Levant” roughly includes 
the territory of Idumaea, Judaea, Samaria, Galilee, the Decapolis cities, and the Transjordan.1055 
Extensive excavation in this area has produced a plethora of coin find reports from which to 
                                                           
1054 See Butcher 2003, pp. 82-87. The maps in the back of Sartre 2001, pp. 1001-1016, are particularly helpful in 
sorting out the changing political borders of this region during the Hellenistic and Roman periods.  
1055 See the maps in Sartre 2001, pp. 1004-1007.  
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examine the southern distribution of Antiochene coin. Twelve excavations have been selected 
from throughout this region (ill. 8.1). Furthest to the north are the sites of Tel Anafa and 
Paneas/Baniyas.1056 Four additional sites originate from the region of Galilee and Samaria: 
Bethsaida, Tel Beth-Shean, Samaria-Sebaste, and the Decapolis city of Pella.1057 Directly to the 
west along the Mediterranean coast are Horvat ‘Eleq, Caesarea Maritima, and the port city of 
Jaffa.1058 Inland, Jerusalem is well represented by numerous excavations within the Old City.1059 
Next to the Dead Sea are the sites of En-Gedi and Masada.1060 Most of these sites were cities or 
settlements during antiquity. The exception is Masada, Herod’s fortress turned Jewish stronghold 
against Roman forces during the first Jewish revolt (66-73 CE). Following the Roman siege and 
capture of the fortress, a Roman garrison remained stationed at the site for at least the next forty 
years.1061   
 
                                                           
1056 Tel Anafa: Meshorer 1994; Paneas: Berman and Bijovsky 2008.  
1057 Bethsaida: Kindler 1999; Tel Beth-Shean: Amitai-Preiss 2006; Samaria-Sebaste: Kirkman 1957; Pella: Sheedy, 
Carson and Walmsley 2001.   
1058 Horvat ‘Eleq: Barkay 2000; Caesarea Maritima: Evans 2006; Jaffa: Meir 2000.  
1059 Jerusalem: Reece, Brown, Butcher and Metcalf 2008; Ariel 2006; Ariel 2010; Gitler 2003.   
1060 En-Gedi: Ariel 2007; Masada: Meshorer 1989.  
1061 See Yadin 1966.  
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Illustration	  8.1:	  The	  location	  of	  twelve	  excavation	  sites	  from	  the	  southern	  Levant	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  	  
 
  
Nine of the excavations yielded over 100 coins which could be dated and identified by 
mint: Horvat ‘Eleq (117 coins), Paneas (130 coins), Pella (189 coins), Tel Anafa (233 coins), En-
Gedi (304 coins), Samaria-Sebaste (391 coins), Caesarea Maritima (759 coins), Jerusalem (c. 
2,425 coins), and Masada (c. 3,787 coins). The coin find catalog from Jaffa includes 317 coin 
finds dating to the time period of this study. However, because it does not include Antiochene 
coin type or detailed dating information, a characterization of the finds is substituted instead. The 
two sites with fewer than 100 coins are Tel Beth-Shean (25 coins) and Bethsaida (83 coins). 
As a whole these reports provide extensive coverage of coin finds within the southern 
Levant, but a few peculiarities within them must be identified. All of the sites produced Roman 
period finds per the requirements of Chapter 4. However, permanent settlement ended at Tel 
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Anafa in the first century CE, leaving no numismatic finds past this date. Conversely, the finds 
from Paneas lack any coin evidence for the Hellenistic settlement. The report for Samaria-
Sebaste does include Hellenistic coins, but the publication does not consistently detail the mint 
information of these finds. Finally, the siege and sudden end of the rebels at Masada left a 
disproportionate number of finds dated to the decades immediately preceding Roman capture. 
Therefore, as with Dura, caution must be exercised when interpreting the finds (see Chapter 7).    
 
Southern Levant: Excavation Finds and Bronze Hoards  
 When the finds from the twelve sites of the southern Levant are combined into a 
provincial average, a noteworthy presence of Antiochene coins appears in two distinct periods 
(ill. 8.2). In the late Seleucid period, Antiochene coins represent 17.7% of the total coins. This 
percentage is not completely certain, as it excludes the 100+ Seleucid royal coin finds from 
Samaria-Sebaste unidentified by mint and the 419 coins from Jerusalem not better dated than the 
second or first centuries BCE. Nevertheless, such a percentage is far lower than the almost 60% 
presented by the Syrian average for the same time period (ill. 8.3).   
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Illustration	  8.2:	  Southern	  Levant	  average	  for	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  by	  
chronological	  period	  (based	  upon	  7,954	  coins	  identifiable	  by	  type).	  The	  452	  undated	  pre-­‐Roman	  coins	  and	  the	  37	  
undated	  Roman	  period	  coins	  are	  left	  out	  of	  this	  average.	  	  
 
 
Illustration	  8.3:	  Comparison	  of	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coins	  in	  the	  southern	  Levant	  (based	  upon	  a	  total	  of	  
7,954	  coins)	  to	  the	  Syrian	  average	  (total	  2,441	  coins)	  and	  the	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  5,449	  coins).	  	  
 
  
 Beginning with the Hellenistic period, Antiochene royal issues possibly circulated during 
this time alongside Seleucid coins from Ptolemais and Tyre as well as various civic issues.1062 
After all, the Seleucids had wrested control of the southern Levant away from the Ptolemies 
                                                           
1062 On the establishment of Seleucid mints in this region, see Tal 2012; Meshorer 2001, p. 30.  
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during the Fifth Syrian War (202-195 BCE).1063 Following the Maccabaean revolt in the 160s 
BCE, however, an independent Hasmonean state slowly separated from the Seleucids and 
expanded to cover “nearly all of the southern Levant” including the Decapolis cities to the 
north.1064 Coins produced for the Hasmonean state circulated widely within the region from the 
end of the second century BCE well into the first century BCE.1065 A political divide thereafter 
emerged which likely prevented the continued circulation of Antiochene coins. If any Syrian 
coins moved to the south thereafter, it was the silver from Tyre used to pay the Temple tax (see 
below).1066  
 Antiochene bronze represents a minimal presence within the provincial average from the 
first century BCE through the mid-third century CE. This pattern is understandable, even in light 
of the oversight exercised by the Roman governor of Syria over the prefects and procurators in 
the south during the first centuries BCE and CE and the fact that certain territories and cities of 
the north and coast were temporarily annexed into the province of Syria.1067 The southern Levant 
had its own regional supply of coins from local and provincial mints, which is clearly reflected in 
the assemblage of finds.1068 Overall, the general pattern for this period does not support 
Meshorer’s claims about the circulation of at least Antiochene bronze coins.1069  
 Only during the later third century CE do the percentages of Antiochene coins in the 
provincial average increase to a noteworthy level. At this point, Roman imperial issues produced 
by Antioch raise the presence of Antiochene coins to over 20% (ill. 8.2). This percentage is again 
                                                           
1063 See Schäfer 2003, pp. 13-63; Duyrat 2015, p. 368.  
1064 Sartre 2005, pp. 12-16.  
1065 See Meshorer 1982, vol. 1, pp. 35-40, 97-98; Tal 2012, pp. 261-270; Gitler 2012, pp. 485-486. A grant to mint 
from Antiochus VII to the Hasmonean state is recorded in I Maccabees 15.6. 
1066 See Butcher 1996, pp. 104-105.  
1067 Schäfer 2003, pp. 77-78, 102, 105-117; Sartre 2005, pp. 40-42, 56-58, 70-74, 77-80, 88-131. 
1068 See Gitler 2012; Meshorer 2001; Goodman 2005.   
1069 This is against the claims of Meshorer 2001, p. 139. 
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lower than that which appears within the Syrian average (ill. 8.3), but it is a comparable increase 
to other areas surrounding Syria during the later periods (see Chapter 9).  
 Within this general pattern a few noteworthy exceptions in the appearance of Antiochene 
coins occur on the level of individual sites and bronze hoards. During the Hellenistic period, 
Antiochene coins make their strongest appearance at sites to the north and along the coast after 
the Seleucids took the region from the Ptolemies and before the Hasmonean state established 
control (ill. 8.4).1070 These sites include Horvat ‘Eleq and Caesarea Maritima, as well as Tel 
Anafa and Pella. According to Kirkman, Antioch was one of the principal sources of coins for 
Samaria-Sebaste during this period as well.1071 Bethsaida stands out from this pattern as no 
Antiochene coins appear within the 63 Seleucid finds. However, no mint information was listed 
for the coins of Antiochus III and 23 coins were unidentifiable, so an Antiochene origin is still 
possible for a small portion of the finds.1072 Twelve Antiochene coins also appear further south 
among the late Seleucid assemblage of Jerusalem, but these coins are less significant in 
comparison to the non-Antiochene coins.       
Illustration	  8.4:	  Comparison	  of	  Antiochene	  coins	  by	  type	  to	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  dated	  to	  the	  Hellenistic	  period	  and	  
from	  the	  southern	  Levant.	  Samaria-­‐Sebaste	  is	  excluded	  because	  of	  the	  lack	  of	  mint	  information.	  	  
Excavation	  Sites	   Royal/Imperial	   Civic	   Non-­‐Antiochene	   Site	  Total	   %	  Antiochene	  
Jerusalem	   12	   	   117	   129	   9.3%	  
Tel	  Anafa	   33	   	   95	   128	   25.8%	  
Bethsaida	   	   	   49	   49	   0%	  
Caesarea	  Maritima	   10	   1	   20	   31	   35.5%	  
Horvat	  'Eleq	   11	   	   16	   27	   40.7%	  
Pella	   6	   	   21	   27	   22.2%	  
Tel	  Beth-­‐Shean	   2	   	   10	   12	   16.7%	  
Masada	   	   	   12	   12	   0%	  
En-­‐Gedi	   1	   	   6	   7	   14.3%	  
Coin	  Total	   75	   1	   346	   422	    
   
                                                           
1070 See also Butcher 2001-2002, p. 57.  
1071 Kirkman 1957, p. 43. See Evans 2006, p. 34.   
1072 See Kindler 1999, pp. 250-251. 
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 Three bronze hoards from the southern Levant also contain Antiochene coins (ill. 8.5).1073 
All three date to the second century BCE, likely around the time the Hasmonean state was 
establishing its independence from Seleucid rule. The exact percentage represented by 
Antiochene coins within the hoards is not certain (ill. 8.6). The hoard from the Kishon River may 
have contained all Antiochene coins, but the description of its contents in IGCH 1590 does not 
make this clear. In the other two hoards, Antiochene coins represent less than 10%, which is 
slightly lower than the site finds.  
Illustration	  8.5:	  The	  find	  spots	  of	  two	  bronze	  Hellenistic	  hoards	  within	  the	  southern	  Levant	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  
The	  place	  names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  The	  one	  hoard	  attributed	  to	  “Palestine”	  is	  not	  shown.	  	  
 
 
 
                                                           
1073 IGCH 1590; CH X 319; CH IX 548. 
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Illustration	  8.6:	  Hellenistic	  hoards	  containing	  bronze	  Antiochene	  coins	  from	  the	  southern	  Levant.	  Find	  Spots	  are	  as	  
published.	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  	  
Coin	  Total	  
%	  Antiochene	  
IGCH	  1590	   Kishon	  River	  near	  Haifa	   after	  169	  BCE	   100+	   uncertain	   uncertain	  
CH	  X	  319	   Northern	  Palestine	   123	  BCE	   327	   20	   6.1%	  
CH	  IX	  548	   Ascalon	   100	  BCE	   47	  (1	  silver)	   1	   2.1%	  
 
The presence of Antiochene coinage may be attributed to commercial traffic at least for 
the hoard from Ascalon, because of the wide range of coins from the coast of Asia Minor, the 
Greek Islands, and northern Syria. The excavators posited that a merchant sailing along a well-
known route collected the coins before depositing them in the southern Levant.1074 The hoard 
would represent travel then and not necessarily circulation. This may explain the slightly lower 
percentages of Antiochene bronze than what the site finds reveal. 
Among the first century BCE assemblages, Antiochene coins are almost non-existent 
among the single site finds within the southern Levant. Locally minted coins now represent the 
majority of the assemblages. For instance, coins from Tyre and Sidon now appear regularly at 
Tel Anafa in the place of the relatively high numbers of Antiochene coins for the previous 
period.  
 The finds from Samaria-Sebaste present the one exception to this pattern. Hasmonean 
and Tyrian coins represent the majority of the first century BCE finds, but a concentrated and 
“anomalous” presence of Antiochene coins also appears.1075 This includes eleven civic 
Antiochene coins found during the Joint Expedition of the 1930s and fifteen civic coins gathered 
during the earlier Harvard excavations.1076 The Antiochene coins from the Joint Expedition range 
in date approximately from 85 BCE to 30 BCE; those from the Harvard excavation are more 
limited in date to 49 to c. 37 BCE. That so many civic Antiochene coins would make it to the 
                                                           
1074 Gitler and Kahanov 2002, p. 265.  
1075 See Reisner 1924, pp. 252-253. 
1076 Reisner 1924, p. 253.  
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city without a similar presence at sites further north led Butcher to wonder if the coins were 
“deliberately brought to the city.”1077 These coins were distributed across the site and not found 
as a single hoard, which could indicate multiple agents carrying them to or around the site. The 
detailed stratigraphic information from the Harvard excavations reveals that most of these coins 
come from first century BCE contexts and did not enter the site later.1078 
 I wonder if the activities of the Roman military might be behind the movement of these 
coins. In 38 BCE, the Roman commander Ventidius Bassus defeated the Parthians at Gindaros, 
the satellite settlement within Antioch’s hinterland (see Chapter 6). According to Josephus, this 
defeat freed up Roman troops to aid Herod’s bid for the southern Levant. Herod put the troops to 
good use in recovering territory. At one point, however, he sent a portion of the Roman troops to 
winter in Samaria, a city which had already demonstrated great loyalty to him.1079 If soldiers had 
picked up civic Antiochene coins as currency while in Gindaros and the territory of Antioch, 
perhaps they discarded or lost them once in Samaria. This is conjecture, but provides a better 
explanation than commercial activity for the anomalous appearance of these coins.  
 Among all the finds dating to the first and second centuries CE, only meager numbers of 
Antiochene coins appear scattered throughout the southern Levant. This includes four provincial 
SC coins from Caesarea Maritima, one provincial SC coin at Horvat ‘Eleq, two civic coins and 
possibly four provincial SC coins at Jerusalem, and one provincial SC coin at Samaria-Sebaste. 
At Masada, eight Antiochene coins appear. Two are civic issues of the first centuries BCE and 
CE, and four are provincial SC issues of the first century CE. In addition, two halved coins of 
likely provincial SC type appear, similar to those found at Antioch (see Chapter 5). The 
                                                           
1077 Butcher 2001-2002, p. 58.  
1078 Reisner 1924, pp. 75ff. Antiochene coins were found under Herodian streets, cisterns, Herodian floors, and in 
pre-Herodian rooms. Several of the contexts include coins of the 40s and 30s BCE.  
1079 Joseph. AJ 15.434-464; Smallwood 1976, pp. 56-57, 77-78; Isser 1999, pp. 572-573; Schäfer 2003, p. 86.  
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excavators believed the two halved Antiochene coins and the four coins of uncertain origin date 
to the time of Cestius Gallus (c. 65-66 CE) and were cut to express distaste for the Roman 
governor.1080 However, as discussed earlier, officials at Antioch or the Roman army presumably 
halved the coins as a way of making small change. Overall, Antiochene coins are few in 
comparison to the vast amounts of non-Antiochene coins excavated and are therefore best 
considered stray finds without any value as currency.  
 Bijovsky has argued for greater circulation of provincial SC coins from Antioch after 70 
CE.1081 She cites seven stray finds at three excavations between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem (Khirbet 
Badd ‘Isa, Lod, and Modi‘in) and one bronze hoard buried in the mid-second century CE. The 
hoard contains 43 bronze coins predominately from the southern Levant and one silver 
tetradrachm from Tyre. The coins range in date from the fourth century BCE to the second 
century CE, which led Bijovsky to consider this hoard a family’s savings.1082 In this mix, four 
provincial SC coins dating from Vespasian through Hadrian do appear, representing 11% of the 
hoard. On the whole, Bijovsky’s evidence testifies to the movement of the Antiochene coins like 
the finds in this study, but not strongly for circulation compared with the finds discussed in 
Chapters 6 and 7.  
Even if the evidence for circulation is weak, it is worth considering what agent or activity 
brought these Antiochene finds to the southern Levant. Carradice believes provincial SC coins 
arrived with the military: “We…know that it was widely used by the Roman legionaries in 
Judaea because, like some of the local city coins (e.g. Sebaste…), many Antioch SC bronzes 
bear countermarks of the Tenth Legion.”1083 Carradice is not clear about the source of this 
                                                           
1080 Meshorer 1989, pp. 78, 128, nos. 3847-3852. 
1081 Bijovsky 2004, pp. 243-300.   
1082 Bijovsky 2004, pp. 245-246.  
1083 Carradice 1983, p. 17. See Evans 2006, p. 37.   
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information, but an earlier study by Barag did note sixteen provincial SC coins of the Julio-
Claudian period with the legionary mark, all of which were reportedly found in the southern 
Levant.1084 Howgego agrees that enough evidence supports the Tenth Legion’s use of the 
provincial SC coins, but cautions attributing the marking of these coins to the southern Levant. 
Although the countermarks could have been applied by the legions at Jerusalem following the 
first Jewish War, Howgego suggests “they were countermarked as a campaign currency, perhaps 
during Trajan’s Parthian War, and that many of them were then carried back to Judaea.”1085 
Indeed, this same countermark appears in the military hoard from Syria discussed in Chapter 5 
and at Dura (see Chapter 7). He also concedes that the coins could have been countermarked 
over time as well.  
Either way, such evidence does not necessarily support a general circulation of provincial 
SC coins in the southern Levant, but their specific use by the Roman military. It is telling that 
most of the provincial SC coins appearing in the southern Levant are of the mid-second century 
CE or earlier. At least one countermark appears among the finds of this distribution study as 
well: the standing Athena. As argued in Chapter 5, this mark was struck at Antioch during the 
reign of Domitian. It thereby testifies to the later arrival of at least one of the provincial SC coin 
finds.1086  
In addition to military agency, the role played by commercial traffic in the movement of 
these coins should also be considered. Just south of Caesarea Maritima is the port city of Jaffa, 
                                                           
1084 Barag 1967, p. 119. Only one of these coins had a definite find spot. See also Bijovsky 2004, pp. 244, 260. 
Excavations at Khirbet Badd ‘Isa (northwest of Jerusalem) unearthed an Antiochene coin dated to Vespasian and 
two unreadable provincial coins with the countermark of the Tenth Legion. Bijovsky tied these coins to the 
destruction of Jerusalem in 70 CE (p. 244). However, as the coin assemblage extends well past the second century 
CE, the coins could have arrived later as well.  
1085 Howgego 1985, pp. 252-253, no. 729. See Dabrowa 1993, pp. 15-17.  
1086 See Meshorer 1989, no. 3820. Gerson 2006, describes a civic issue from Antioch dating to Otho as 
countermarked by the Legio V Scythica. The coin was found in a shop in Jerusalem with other miscellaneous coins, 
so the provenance is not secure. 
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whose local mint disappeared when the city transferred from the Ptolemies to the Seleucids. 
During this time, the 22 Antiochene minted royal issues dating from Antiochus III through the 
second century BCE account for 55% of the Seleucid coin finds. This is more than the issues 
from Tyre, Ptolemais, and Apamea. For coins issued after Pompey’s annexation of the whole 
region, the assemblage at Jaffa shows the usual mix of Hasmonean and Herodian coins in 
addition to those of the procurators. Antiochene coins again reappear in the first and second 
centuries CE with fifteen issues dating from Domitian to Trajan. In terms of sheer quantity, 
Antioch is the best represented for any individual city in the Roman period among a mix of 
nearby cities like Jerusalem, Ptolemais, Caesarea Maritima, and far away places like Alexandria 
and Caesarea in Cappadocia. Meir attributed the presence of Antiochene coins to Jaffa’s 
“commercial connections,” rather than any military presence.1087        
 Whether the market or the military moved Antiochene bronze coins south, it is not until 
the third century CE and the late antique period that they clearly served as a part of the 
circulating currency. Once again, sites to the north show the greatest relative proportion of 
Antiochene coins (ill. 8.7). At Caesarea Maritima, for instance, Antiochene coins represent over 
45% of the finds for the late antique period. At Jerusalem to the south, Antiochene coins only 
account for 14% of the finds. It is unlikely that any governmental force promoted the imperial 
products of one mint over another; coin circulation was probably dictated by more natural 
patterns of movement as the same currency system united the area (see Chapters 9 and 10).1088   
 
 
                                                           
1087 Meir 2000, pp. 123-130. 
1088 Antiochene coin also appears in two late antique hoards excavated at En-Gedi (Bijovsky 2007, p. 207) and 
Paneas (Berman 2008, pp. 79-80).  
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Illustration	  8.7:	  Count	  of	  Antiochene	  versus	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  in	  the	  southern	  Levant	  for	  the	  later	  third	  
century	  CE	  and	  late	  antique	  periods.	  
Excavation	  sites	   236-­‐283	  CE	   284-­‐423	  CE	  
	   Antioch	   Non-­‐Antiochene	   Antioch	   Non-­‐Antiochene	  
Horvat	  'Eleq	   	   6	   2	   24	  
Jerusalem	   2	   12	   20	   143	  
En-­‐Gedi	   2	   3	   13	   161	  
Paneas	   10	   1	   30	   60	  
Samaria-­‐Sebaste	   16	   16	   17	   104	  
Caesarea	  Maritima	   12	   40	   121	   264	  
Pella	   4	   3	   51	   61	  
Bethsaida	   	   	   	   2	  
Tel	  Anafa	   	   	   	   2	  
Masada	   	   	   	   1	  
Tel	  Beth-­‐Shean	   	   	   2	   3	  
Coin	  Total	   46	   81	   256	   825	  
 
Southern Levant: Silver Hoards  
Fourteen predominately silver hoards from the southern Levant present a very different 
development in the movement of Antiochene coins than what the excavation finds and bronze 
hoards revealed. The evidence does not provide continuous coverage of the chronological period 
examined in this distribution study, but a pattern emerges nonetheless. Three separate groups of 
hoards are considered in this section based upon presumed burial date: hoards of the Hellenistic 
period predating Roman annexation, hoards buried during the second century CE, and hoards 
from the third century CE.  
Only two silver hoards containing Antiochene coins were found for the period of the 
second to first centuries BCE.1089 The location of just one of these hoards could be tied to a 
specific find spot (ill. 8.8). The significance of the Antiochene coins is difficult to gauge (ill. 
8.9). The hoard without a definitive find spot only contains one Antiochene tetradrachm out of a 
majority of coins from Ascalon. As the hoard was presumably buried after 86 BCE, the editors of 
                                                           
1089 CH III 63; IGCH 1610.  
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the hoard suggested the single Antiochene issue was residual from an earlier period or was a 
modern addition to the hoard. The other silver hoard from Haifa was recovered from the sea by a 
fisherman, who reported that the original hoard contained over 200 tetradrachms.1090 At least 
fifteen of the 36 published tetradrachms were Antiochene in origin.  
Illustration	  8.8:	  Location	  of	  a	  Hellenistic	  hoard	  with	  Antiochene	  coins	  from	  Haifa	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  The	  place	  
names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  
 
  
Illustration	  8.9:	  Late	  Seleucid	  hoards	  from	  the	  southern	  Levant	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	   Antiochene	  Coin	  Total	   %	  Antiochene	  
CH	  III	  63	   Haifa	   c.	  113	  BCE	   36+	   15+	   uncertain	  
IGCH	  1610	   Palestine	   after	  86	  BCE	   34+	   1	   2.90%	  
 
Neither of these hoards presents great evidence for the circulation of Seleucid issues from 
Antioch, but this is not unexpected given a few other factors. First, the Ptolemies maintained a 
                                                           
1090 See Ringle 1974, p. 43.  
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closed currency system when they controlled this area, which would have prevented the 
circulation of Seleucid coins.1091 Ptolemaic currency appears to have continued circulating for 
some time within the southern Levant, even after the Seleucids gained control and opened their 
own mints in the region at Tyre and Ptolemais.1092 This may have changed in 140 BCE, when the 
southern mints began producing coin on a Ptolemaic standard, but with a Seleucid portrait.1093 
Silver coins from Tyre become very common among southern Levantine hoards of this period, 
especially after Ptolemais fell to the Hasmonean state.1094 Small amounts of Antiochene silver 
may have circulated in the south during this time period just as the bronze, but perhaps not to the 
same degree as further north.   
Pinning down when Antiochene silver reemerged within the southern Levant is a difficult 
task. The various rulers over the south did not regularly mint silver outside of the shekels 
produced for the first Jewish War, but instead appear to have relied primarily upon coins struck 
at Tyre.1095 Butcher hypothesizes that because of this preference for Tyrian silver, Antiochene 
silver did not enter the area during the first hundred years after Roman annexation. The usual 
explanation for this choice is that strict Temple requirements for the silver content of coins 
disqualified the use of Antiochene issues. Butcher doubts this and instead proposes the difference 
in currency systems between northern and southern Syria (e.g., Tyre) discouraged the circulation 
of Antiochene silver in the southern Levant.1096 Certainly the coins had other uses besides just a 
Temple tax.  
                                                           
1091 Meshorer 2001, pp. 19-21.  
1092 Aperghis 2004, pp. 233-234; Duyrat 2015, pp. 368-370.  
1093 Duyrat 2015, pp. 368-370. 
1094 Butcher 1996, p. 104. See IGCH, pp. 209-224.  
1095 Gitler 2012, p. 489; Meshorer 1982, vol. 2; Meshorer 2001, pp. 73-78; Farhi et al. 2009, pp. 67-71. Meshorer 
argues that the mint at Jerusalem temporarily struck a Tyrian type, but this has not gained widespread agreement. 
See RPC I, pp. 582, 655-656; B. Levy 2006. Rivals to the throne occasionally minted silver as well.    
1096 See B. Levy 2006, p. 885; Harl 1996, p. 103.  
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This perhaps changed with the reforms of Nero, when Antioch began producing silver at 
the Tyrian standard (see Chapter 3).1097 As proof, Butcher highlights two first century CE hoards 
reportedly from the southern Levant that show the overlap of the circulation of Tyrian silver with 
Antiochene tetradrachms dating to the reign of Nero.1098 One hoard reportedly from Bethlehem 
contains a majority of shekels from the first Jewish war with one Tyrian shekel of 36/37 CE and 
one Neronian tetradrachm of Antioch dating to 60/61 CE.1099 The other hoard was discovered on 
the Mount of Olives in Jerusalem and again includes Jewish shekels from the first revolt, a 
Tyrian tetradrachm dating to 52/53 CE, and a tetradrachm from Antioch dating 61/62 CE.1100 
This is hardly evidence for a change in the circulation pattern of Antiochene silver, but Butcher 
assumes that the Antiochene silver gradually overtook circulation in the south as earlier issues 
were withdrawn.   
Indeed, Antiochene silver coins appear in at least eight hoards dated to the second 
century CE from the southern Levant (ill. 8.10).1101 None of the Antiochene coins predate the 
reign of Nero, which may support Butcher’s argument that a barrier to its circulation had 
previously existed. Most of the Antiochene coins are tetradrachms, but these hoards also include 
one representative of an imperial Roman coin minted at Antioch for Titus.1102 The percentages 
represented by Antiochene silver range between 3%-77% (ill. 8.11), depending on the number of 
coins from the mints at Tyre, Rome, Arabia, and Caesarea in Cappadocia.  
                                                           
1097 Butcher 1996, pp. 104-105; Meshorer 2001, pp. 77-78. See also Butcher 1996, no. 23 for a detailed description 
of this debate.   
1098 See Butcher 1996, p. 105-106; Butcher 2004, p. 181, Appendix 1, nos. 22a, 23. Butcher 2004, p. 181, also 
discusses a third hoard seen in trade, but reputedly from the Hebron district. Although the four Neronian eagle 
tetradrachms from the hoard likely came from Antioch’s mint, Butcher does not state this explicitly. 
1099 Meshorer 1985, pp. 43-45, but cited by Butcher from Numismatic Literature no. 124 (1990), p. 26, no. 159. 
1100 Spijkerman 1961, pp. 25-32. See also Meshorer 1982, pp. 126-127.   
1101 Meshorer 1989, p. 77; Butcher 2004, p. 273, no. 30; CH II 142; CH III 90; CH IV 113; CH VII, 234, 243. 
1102 CH VII 234; see RIC1 II, p. 314. 
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Illustration	  8.10:	  Location	  of	  second	  century	  CE	  hoards	  from	  the	  southern	  Levant	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  The	  
place	  names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  
  
 
Illustration	  8.11:	  Second	  century	  CE	  silver	  hoards	  from	  the	  southern	  Levant	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  CH	  VII	  243	  
and	  Bijovsky	  2004	  also	  contain	  Roman	  aurei.	  	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  
Coin	  Total	  
%	  Antiochene	  
Meshorer	  
1989,	  p.	  77	  
Masada	   110	  CE	   13	   10	   76.9%	  
Butcher	  2004,	  
p.	  273,	  no.	  30	  
Eleutheropolis	   117-­‐138	  CE	   285+	   32	   11.2%	  
CH	  II	  142	   Murabba'at	   118-­‐120	  CE	   228+	   14	   6.1%	  
CH	  IV	  113	   Idna	   c.	  132	  CE	   14	   3	   21.4%	  
CH	  III	  90	   Hebron	  District	   135	  CE	   54+	   5	   9.3%	  
CH	  VII	  234	   Jericho	   c.	  135	  CE	   53	   2	   3.8%	  
Bijovsky	  2004,	  
pp.	  246-­‐248	  
Khirbet	  Badd	  
'Isa	  
c.	  135	  CE	   146	  (2	  gold)	   9	   6.7%	  
CH	  VII	  243	   Ptolemais	   161	  CE	   68+	  (38	  gold)	   29	   42.6%	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The six hoards with burial dates to the reign of Hadrian (117-138 CE) are especially 
noteworthy because of their clear ties to the Bar Kokhba revolt (132-135 CE). The presumed 
burial dates speak to this, as well as the fact that all these hoards reportedly came from the 
central area of the revolt.1103 At least two of the hoards also contain coins produced by the Jewish 
rebels through overstriking circulating Roman and provincial silver with Jewish designs.1104 
Lack of contextual information makes it difficult to identify the original owner of every hoard – 
whether Roman soldier or rebel – but at least the two hoards containing Bar Kokhba coins came 
from the rebels.1105 Three additional hoards discovered in 2009 in the Western Jerusalem hills 
contained a mix of Roman imperial coins and silver minted for the Bar Kokhba revolt.1106 The 
excavators believe the hoards originated from refugees or fugitive fighters hiding in the caves. 
The total size of these hoards is unclear, but at least one contained five tetradrachms minted at 
Antioch dating from the reigns of Galba to Trajan. Taken as a whole, this evidence lends further 
support to the circulation of some Antiochene silver to the south during this period. The 
percentages are certainly better than in regions to the north of Syria discussed in Chapter 9.   
The final set of four, mostly silver hoards from the southern Levant containing 
Antiochene coins have burials dated to the third century CE.1107 Two of the hoards originated 
from the Transjordan region and two were reportedly discovered in the Galilee region (ill. 8.12). 
Once again the percentages of Antiochene silver range widely from just over 1% to 100% (ill. 
8.13).  
 
                                                           
1103 Isaac 1998b, pp. 243-245. See Barag 1980, p. 32, for a map of the distribution of Bar Kochba coins.  
1104 See Gitler 2012, pp. 490-491; Meshorer 1982, p. 135; Meshorer 2001, pp. 131, 137; Butcher 1996, p. 107. 
1105 Eck 1999, pp. 80-81. 
1106 Zissu et al. 2009, pp. 142, nos. 14-18. See also Isaac 1998b, pp. 230-233, 244. 
1107 CH VII 157; CH II 243; Hamburger 1954; Bland 1990-1991. For a full publication of CH II 243, see Metcalf 
1975, pp. 39-108.  
  313 
Illustration	  8.12: Location	  of	  third	  century	  CE	  hoards	  from	  the	  southern	  Levant	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  The	  
place	  names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  Locations	  are	  approximate.	   
 
 
Illustration	  8.13:	  Third	  century	  CE	  silver	  hoards	  from	  the	  southern	  Levant	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  
Coin	  Total	  
%	  Antiochene	  
CH	  VII	  157	   Khirbet	  Qasta,	  Galilee	   220	  CE	   81+	   36	   44.4%	  
CH	  II	  243	   “Tell	  Kalak”	  near	  Amman	   225	  CE	   2350	   32	   1.4%	  
Hamburger	  
1954	  
Gush	  Halav,	  Galilee	   249	  CE	   237	  (202	  silver)	   47	   19.8%	  
Bland	  1990-­‐
1991	  
Transjordan	   253	  CE	   124	   124	   100%	  
 
The continued circulation of Antiochene silver is probable for this period, even 
considering the wide range in percentages. Metcalf believes the strikingly lower numbers of 
Syrian silver among the Roman denarii and Arabian coin in the hoard from “Tell Kalak” reflects 
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selectivity on the part of the hoarder.1108 This hoarder may have deliberately excluded the 
debased silver issues produced during the Severan period in favor of the “finest metal” among 
tetradrachms and denarii. Indeed, only Antiochene tetradrachms dating between the reign of 
Nero through Hadrian are included, while the denarii stretch to the reign of Elagabalus. Bland’s 
hoard represents the opposite as it contains only Antiochene coins, all dated to the Severan era. 
Bland may be right in suggesting that the list of contents from the hoard is not complete, 
especially as the other two hoards from Galilee contain a great variety of Severan issues from 
Syria, Mesopotamia, and the southern Levant.1109 The highest percentages date to the reign of 
Caracalla, when silver mints were opened throughout the East presumably to fund military 
activity in the region (see Chapter 5).1110 The military may have been the initial recipient of these 
coins, but as the hoards from Dura demonstrate, the silver likely spread to a wider audience for 
circulation as well (see Chapter 7).        
  
Arabia 
 Just to the east of Judaea/Syria Palaestina was the Nabataean Kingdom, which became 
the Roman province of Arabia in 106 CE. Five sites were selected for this region: Si (in the 
Hauran), Jerash (ancient Gerasa), Tell Hesban, Nessana, and Petra (ill. 8.14).1111 All five sites are 
located near a trade route extending south from Damascus on the eastern side of the Dead Sea, 
but differ in their size and import. To the north, Jerash was one of the Decapolis cities, Tell 
Hesban was a market town with a later military element, and Si was an important religious site. 
                                                           
1108 Metcalf 1975, p. 90.  
1109 Bland 1990-1991, p. 81. 
1110 See also Gitler 2012, p. 494, on the opening of mints in the southern Levant during this period.  
1111 Si: Augé 1985; Jerash: Bellinger 1938; Tell Hesban: Terian 2009; Nessana: Bellinger 1962; Petra: Peter 1996, 
Barrett 1998.   
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In the south, Petra was a capital city of the Nabataean Kingdom, upon which the nearby market 
town of Nessana likely relied.  
Illustration	  8.14:	  Map	  of	  the	  five	  excavation	  sites	  from	  Arabia	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  
 
 
 In terms of the coin finds, only the reports from Jerash (406 coins) and Tell Hesban (107 
coins) published enough finds in sufficient detail to allow for a quantified analysis. The 
excavations at Si (287 coins) and Petra (195+ coins) yielded enough coins for quantification, but 
the reports did not describe the finds with enough detail to allow for anything more than a 
general characterization.1112 Nessana’s 22 identifiable coin finds dating to the late Seleucid 
through late antique periods can provide an indication of coin circulation, but are not useful for a 
                                                           
1112 My thanks to Christian Cloke for the opportunity to view the 759+ records from the Great Temple Excavations 
by Brown University, which will be published forthcoming.  
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statistical calculation. Any regional average for Arabia would hopelessly skew towards the finds 
at Jerash, so the sites will be examined individually instead (compare with Chapter 7).  
 Overall, the Hellenistic period is not well represented among the finds, but both 
Ptolemaic and Seleucid issues appear, indicating the oversight of both governments. The 
numbers are too small to draw any definite conclusions about the presence or absence of the 
Antiochene contribution to this makeup. The only possible Antiochene coins come from Si. 
Augé believed the two Seleucid issues appearing at Si – dating to Antiochus IV and Antiochus 
VIII respectively – were likely Antiochene in nature or at least from a northern mint.1113 The 
presence of Antiochene coins to the south is less likely. At least at Petra, the finds originate 
predominately from the Ptolemies or from Phoenicia.1114 By the first century BCE, Nabataean 
coins replace those from both earlier governments.1115   
 For the most part, not until the third century CE and late antique period do Antiochene 
coins make a noticeable appearance. The few coins appearing earlier consist of six provincial SC 
coins of the first and second centuries CE at Jerash (ill. 8.15) and a provincial SC coin of the first 
century CE from Petra.1116 Bellinger believes the Antiochene finds at Jerash indicate circulation 
of the provincial type at the site.1117 Jerash was a part of the Syrian province during the first 
century CE and perhaps felt the impact of a standardized provincial currency policy proposed for 
the Syrian sites (see Chapter 6).1118 It is possible that incorporation into a new province stopped 
this movement or, as Bellinger suggested and as many other southern Syrian cities show, the 
opportunity to issue a local coin discouraged the movement.  
 
                                                           
1113 Augé 1985, pp. 207-208.  
1114 See Bowsher 2007, p. 338.  
1115 See Huth and van Alfen 2010, p. 11.  
1116 The coin from Petra was noted by Cloke (forthcoming), no. 97-C-33.  
1117 Bellinger 1938, p. 11.  
1118 On Gerasa changing provinces, see Millar 1993b, pp. 410-413. 
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Illustration	  8.15:	  Chronological	  and	  type	  breakdown	  of	  excavation	  finds	  from	  Jerash	  (based	  upon	  total	  of	  403	  coins	  
identifiable	  by	  type).	  	  
 
 
 Then again, the percentage of provincial SC coins at Jerash is significantly lower than in 
the Syrian average (ill. 8.16). Furthermore, the nearby site of Tell Hesban showed no Antiochene 
coins for this period. The general pattern discussed for the rest of the southern Levant does not 
provide strong evidence of circulation either. It is therefore possible that the provincial SC finds 
at Jerash and Petra were mere stray finds reflecting the movement of individuals rather than 
circulation.1119 
 
                                                           
1119 See Bowsher 2007, p. 341. 
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Illustration	  8.16: Comparison	  of	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coins	  at	  Jerash	  (based	  upon	  403	  coins)	  to	  the	  Syrian	  
average	  (total	  2,441	  coins)	  and	  the	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  5,449	  coins). 
 
 Antiochene coins make only a slightly better appearance in Arabia among the finds 
dating to the early third century CE. Six Severan era coins were found at Jerash and Petra, four 
of the civic hybrid type, one tetradrachm, and one coin “attributed to Antioch with the gravest 
doubt.”1120 Again, this is hardly evidence of circulation.   
The number of Antiochene coins shows a marked increase at Jerash during the later third 
century CE, as both central and civic Antiochene coins appear among the finds (ills. 8.15 and 
8.16). The nine civic issues dating to the reign of Philip (244-249 CE) are somewhat anomalous 
within this assemblage. Butcher hypothesizes that these coins were brought in to fill a void after 
the civic mint was closed at Jerash: “One wonders if the colonial coinage ‘of the Antiochenes’ 
was preferred in some way because [Jerash] was also called Antioch.”1121 Augé describes the one 
Antiochene coin find at Si as an “impériale grecque” dated to the reign of Philip as well, which 
may weakly support the presence of these coins in the area. Other historical evidence places the 
                                                           
1120 Bellinger 1938, no. 54.  
1121 Butcher 2004, p. 171. 
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emperor Philip at both Antioch and within the southern Levant during this period, which may 
also provide an explanation for their presence.1122 Overall, ten coins are hardly conclusive of 
circulation, and later excavations of the macellum at Jerash did not yield any Antiochene coins 
until 270 CE.1123  
Roman imperial issues minted at Antioch enter other sites of Arabia as well during the 
later third century CE and late antique period. At Petra, 29 imperial Antiochene coins were 
discovered through excavation. At Tell Hesban, two Antiochene coins appear. At Nessana, three 
out of the total nine coins found are Antiochene in origin. With the possible exception of Petra, 
these are not high numbers overall, but they do show a general shift in the pattern from earlier 
periods and hint at the effect of the new homogenized currency system.1124  
 
Egypt 
 The final region in the southern Levant to consider is Egypt. The four sites selected for 
this province include the provincial center of Alexandria, the temple settlement at Saqqara, the 
town of Karanis, and the city of Tebtunis (ill. 8.17).1125 Each site yielded well over 200 coin 
finds: Alexandria (1,781 coins), Saqqara (c. 300 coins), Karanis (1,719 coins), and Tebtunis (c. 
500 coins).  
 
                                                           
1122 See Downey 1961, pp. 253, 306-308; Burrell 2004, pp. 261-262.  
1123 See Marot 1998.  
1124 At Petra, three late antique hoards also contain Antiochene coin. See Peter 1996, pp. 100-113. 
1125 Alexandria: Picard 2012; Saqqara: Price 1988; Karanis: Haatvedt and Peterson 1964; Tebtunis: Milne 1935.   
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Illustration	  8.17:	  Location	  of	  four	  Egyptian	  excavation	  sites	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  	  
 
 
 In comparison to all other regions already considered in this chapter, Egypt presents a 
unique situation. The province operated under a closed currency system based upon the billon 
tetradrachm both under the Ptolemies and the Romans. This meant that all foreign coins – even 
Roman imperial coins – had to be exchanged at the borders into Alexandrian-minted coins for 
any transactions to occur.1126  
 With such a system in place, it is unsurprising that only one Antiochene coin appears in 
the excavation finds from Egypt before the later third century CE. This one civic coin dates to 
the reign of Elagabalus and was found at Tebtunis. Milne believes its worn condition suggests a 
later date of entry into Egypt.1127 Then again, like most foreign coins recovered by excavation in 
Egypt, the coin could have been “the casual loss by some traveller or soldier passing through the 
                                                           
1126 Christiansen 2004, pp. 41-43; Butcher 1988b, pp. 105ff;  
1127 Milne 1935, pp. 213-214, no. 6.  
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village or stationed there.”1128 As the currency system of the entire empire changed following the 
third century crisis, Antiochene coins began infiltrating the previously firm borders. The 
excavations at Karanis produced 34 Antiochene coins for the late antique period, while 28 
Antiochene coins appeared at Alexandria.1129   
 
Conclusions 
 The pattern of Antiochene coin finds that emerges from the southern Levant suggests the 
following circulation history. Antiochene bronze and possibly silver did move into the southern 
Levant during the Hellenistic period, but only after the Ptolemies retreated back into Egypt 
where Seleucid coinage was not accepted. The presence of Antiochene coins in Arabia is less 
certain for this period. In the first century BCE, Antiochene coins generally disappeared from the 
southern Levant and did not appear in Arabia or Egypt. Samaria-Sebaste is the one possible 
exception, which may point to military movement from the northern Levant into the south.   
 In the Roman imperial period, a noticeable division can be seen in the distribution of 
Antiochene coins according to metal. On the one hand are the bronze civic and provincial issues 
produced at Antioch. Although recognizing that “most of the coinage circulating in 
Palestine/Arabia did not come from Antioch or northern Syria,” Butcher wonders whether or not 
the first century SC types or the hybrid civic issues did originate from those locations.1130 The 
distribution pattern revealed above does not strongly support the circulation of either type. 
Provincial SC coins do appear regularly in minimal quantities, but their movement is best 
attributed to military forces or commercial activity. Indeed, the fact that they appear at all 
                                                           
1128 Haavedt 1964, pp. 3-4; Christiansen 2004, pp. 41-43.  
1129 See CH II 308: a gold hoard dating to the later fourth century CE containing Antiochene coin also appears in 
Upper Egypt. 
1130 Butcher 2004, p. 174. 
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testifies to their importance in the north and provides growing support as to their use by the 
Roman bureaucracy.  
 The silver reveals a different distribution and, by extension, circulation pattern. The 
closed currency system of the Egyptians continued to provide too strong of a barrier to the 
movement of Antiochene silver. However, silver from Antioch begins to represent a portion of 
hoards postdating the reforms of Nero. This evident change from previous decades speaks to 
larger forces at work, presumably the agency of the Roman government in manipulating 
provincial silver production. This manipulation is once again evident in hoards of the third 
century CE, as the plethora of mints present among the coin finds points to the expansion of 
provincial production presumably for military purposes.    
 This manipulation reached its zenith in Late Antiquity, as the homogenization of the 
Roman currency system led to the circulation of Antiochene coins in Palestine, Arabia, and 
Egypt. The mint at Antioch was not as dominant in these territories as in Syria, but the consistent 
numbers present a far more convincing case for general circulation within the region than under 
previous governments.  
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Chapter 9: Coin Finds in Cyprus, Cilicia, and Central and Western Asia Minor  
 The final area of the eastern Mediterranean where Antiochene coins may have circulated 
are regions directly to the west and north of Syria. This includes the island of Cyprus and the 
greater territory of Asia Minor. While Cyprus never fell under Seleucid control, portions of Asia 
Minor did following the western campaigns of the early Seleucid kings.1131 Antiochus III’s 
defeat at the hands of the Romans pushed the Seleucid kingdom back across the Taurus 
Mountains, but the Seleucid kings retained sections of territory to the southeast in Pamphylia and 
Cilicia. After Roman annexation during the reign of Augustus, parts of eastern Cilicia were 
joined to the province of Syria, before the formation of a separate province under Vespasian in 
72 CE (see Chapter 2). In addition to these political connections, trade and communication routes 
also connected these regions to Syria and Antioch.1132 It is reasonable to expect the movement of 
at least some Antiochene coins to these regions through the activities of soldiers, traders, and 
other travelers.     
The coin finds of four regional groups are considered in this chapter: Cyprus, Cilicia, 
Central Asia Minor (Galatia and Cappadocia), and Western Asia Minor.1133 Unfortunately, the 
archaeological evidence is terribly uneven for this part of the Roman Empire. Central Anatolia 
especially was little urbanized in the ancient world and minimally explored or published in the 
modern world.1134 Detailed reports for Roman coins meeting the criteria outlined in Chapter 4 
are difficult to find for Cappadocia, much of central Turkey, and, surprisingly, even for Cilicia. 
The situation improves for sites further to the west as many of the major cities have undergone 
                                                           
1131 Sherwin-White and Kuhrt 1993, pp. 21-22, 210-215; Kosmin 2014, pp. 16-24, 79-92.  
1132 On the passes to the northwest, see Str. 16.2.7; Lib. Or. 11.34, 41; Xen. An. 1.4.4-5; Plb. 12.8; App. Syr. 11.54; 
Plin. Nat. 5.18; Cohen 2006, p. 22; Downey 1961, p. 63, n. 36; Butcher 1988b, p. 91; Butcher 1991, p. 181. On trade 
links, see Raschke 1978, p. 636; Butcher 2003, pp. 186-212. See also the hoard of Cypriot coins found in Laodicea 
ad Mare mentioned in Chapter 6.    
1133 See Mitchell 1993, pp. 5-10. 
1134 Butcher 1988b, p. 95; Harl 1996, p. 109; RPC II, p. 18; Mitchell 1993, pp. 7-9, 97-98. 
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extensive excavation and publication. Cyprus is also fairly well represented given its relative 
size. Additionally, seventeen hoards containing Antiochene coins provide evidence for the 
circulation of silver in the region. This is not an exhaustive list, but only what could be gleaned 
from the coin hoard inventories and available journals. Despite the gaps, the collective body of 
evidence does suggest the outlines of a distribution pattern for Antiochene coinage.     
 
Cyprus 
 Directly to the west of Antioch and Syria lies the island of Cyprus. The finds from three 
Cypriot sites meet the criteria outlined in Chapter 4 (ill. 9.1). The sites of Nea Paphos and 
Kourion/Curium are located in the southwestern corner of the island.1135 Nea Paphos was 
founded in the fourth century BCE at the site of a much older city and later served as the 
provincial Roman administrative center throughout the Roman imperial period.1136 A total of 603 
coin finds were collected from four locations on site: the House of Dionysus, the Odeion, the 
Gymnasium, and the Asklepieion. Inhabitation of the nearby city of Kourion spanned a similar 
time frame from the Bronze Age through Late Antiquity.1137 Most of the 1,002 coins from 
excavations came from the ancient sanctuary of Apollo, a Roman citadel, bath, theatre, and 
stadium. The third site of Salamis is located along the eastern coast of Cyprus. This city became 
the island’s major administrative center during the late antique period.1138 Only 98 identifiable 
coins were recovered from excavations south of the gymnasium, theatre, and amphitheatre.      
 
                                                           
1135 Nea Paphos: Nicolaou 1990; Kourion: Cox 1959.  
1136 Nicolaou 1990, pp. 1-4.  
1137 Cox 1959, pp. ix-x. 
1138 Parks 2004, pp. 31-35.  
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Illustration	  9.1:	  Location	  of	  the	  three	  excavation	  sites	  in	  Cyprus	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  
 
 
Antiochene coin finds are rare at all three Cypriot sites before the Severan period. 
According to the regional average, Antiochene coins account for a little over 1% of the total 
finds from the earlier periods (ill. 9.2). This percentage includes three royal Seleucid issues, one 
undated civic bronze, two provincial SC coins, and a bronze coin of uncertain type. A hoard 
from Paphos buried during the reign of Antoninus Pius does little to alter this pattern; out of 22 
bronze coins, Antioch is represented by only one civic coin.1139 Comparison to the Syrian 
average and the finds from Antioch demonstrates how dramatically the distribution patterns 
differ (ill. 9.3). 
                                                           
1139 CH IX 595. This hoard is published more thoroughly in Michaelidou-Nicolaou 1993, pp. 17-21. The three other 
hoards published within this article have a majority of Cypriot issues.   
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Illustration	  9.2:	  The	  Cypriot	  average	  for	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  by	  
chronological	  period	  (based	  upon	  1,692	  coins	  identifiable	  by	  type).	  The	  eleven	  undated	  coins	  were	  not	  included	  in	  
this	  count.	  	  
 
 
Illustration	  9.3:	  Comparison	  of	  the	  average	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  in	  Cyprus	  (based	  upon	  1,692	  coins)	  
to	  the	  Syrian	  average	  (total	  2,441	  coins)	  and	  the	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  5,449	  coins).	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The cities of Cyprus experienced a very different political and minting history from those 
in Syria, which helps explain the difference in the pattern of finds.1140 The Ptolemies held Cyprus 
during the Hellenistic period and produced royal issues in silver and bronze at the island’s mints 
well into the first century BCE.1141 The almost non-existent presence of Antiochene coin finds 
for the Hellenistic period is understandable because the closed currency policy of the Ptolemies 
prevented the circulation of coins from foreign authorities within the kingdom (see Chapter 8). 
This included Cyprus.   
In 31 BCE, the Roman government made Cyprus into an independent province governed 
by its own Roman magistrate. Coin production of Roman types in both silver and bronze began 
in the early imperial period and continued through the Severan period. None of these coins bore 
a civic ethnic, but most celebrate the koinon of Cyprus instead.1142 The developments of the 
Roman imperial period may have instituted a wider currency pool for the island, as not only 
Cypriot provincial coins and Roman imperial bronze appear, but also a noticeable percentage of 
Judean coins.1143 Scholars attribute the presence of these last issues to the large Jewish 
community on the island.1144 In general, eastern issues remain a minimal presence within the 
Cypriot assemblages; no hoards of Antiochene silver have been published either. It is most likely 
that any “foreign” coins came from travelers or commercial traffic passing between the Levant 
and the island rather than any intentional circulation.1145 
                                                           
1140 For a full overview of Cypriot minting, see Gordon 2012, pp. 111ff.  
1141 See Lorber 2012, pp. 210-234. Silver production ended in 91 BCE, while the minting of royal bronze coinage 
continued through the reign of Cleopatra VII. See Gordon 2012, pp. 150-155. 
1142 Parks 2004, pp. 35-46, 135; Gordon 2012, pp. 340-341, 358-360. For an overview of the koinon, see Gordon 
2012, p. 291.  
1143 According to Parks’ calculations, Judean coins could represent as high as a third of the assemblage. See Parks 
2004, p. 141.  
1144 Parks 2004, pp. 139, 156-157; Amandry 1993, p. 18; Nicolaou 1990, p. 2; Cox 1959, p. x. For ancient testimony 
to the Jewish presence on Cyprus, see Jos. AJ 10.284, 16.128.  
1145 Gordon 2012, p. 339; Michaelidou-Nicolaou 1993, p. 20. See Parks 2004, pp. 166-167.    
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Even if Antiochene coins only appear as stray finds on Cyprus during the early imperial 
period, a different numismatic aspect may have linked Antioch to the island. The reforms of the 
late first century BCE, which created the provincial SC, CA, and AVGVSTVS issues at Antioch, 
have been linked to a grand imperial experiment to establish a standardized eastern bronze 
coinage (see Chapter 3). The similar types minted in Cyprus could have been a part of this 
experiment or simply imitations of the standardized eastern coins.1146  
 Silver issues dating to the Flavian period may exhibit a second link between Cyprus and 
Antioch. Cypriot tetradrachms struck during the reign of Vespasian bear similarities in style and 
possibly silver content to earlier Flavian silver from Syria. One interpretation is that Vespasian 
moved the mint from Antioch to Cyprus, possibly because of the imperial family’s “special 
relations” with the island. The alternative explanation is that Antioch produced silver coins for 
Cyprus during this period. Butcher argues the stylistic links between the Cypriot coins and 
contemporary provincial bronze of Antioch indicates the coins of both metals were produced at 
Antioch for the later reign of Vespasian. It is possible that an earthquake on Cyprus interrupted 
minting on the island, hence the temporary reliance upon silver coins from Antioch.1147  
Both of these links in production suggest coordination on an administrative level; 
whether civic or imperial is uncertain.1148 Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that even if producing 
similar coins, the currency pools between Cyprus and Syria do not mix during the Roman 
imperial period. Denominational differences may have played a role, but differences in the 
issuing authorities may have factored in as well. In other words, a political boundary separated 
the currency pools of Cyprus and Syria.    
                                                           
1146 Parks 2004, pp. 46-47. Amandry 1993, p. 6, calls these “branch issues.” See Butcher 2004, p. 28, n. 24; 
Amandry 1987; RPC I 3915. 
1147 See Parks 2004, pp. 79-96; Butcher 2004, pp. 78-79; Carradice 2012, pp. 377-378; Amandry 1993, p. 9; McAlee 
2007, p. 158; RPC II, p. 11.   
1148 See Parks 2004, pp. 263-281. 
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Not until the Severan assemblage do enough Syrian coins appear among the finds to 
indicate the circulation of eastern, non-Judean coins on Cyprus (ill. 9.2). The percentage of 
Antiochene coinage in the Syrian and Cypriot regional averages actually draw close to each other 
during this period (ill. 9.3). The percentage of specifically provincial coin froms Antioch is 
slightly higher among finds from Cyprus (24%) than in the Syrian average (17.9%).  
While the sharp increase in the presence of Antiochene coins stands out among the 
Cypriot assemblage, other Syrian coins may have been present as well. The problem in knowing 
for certain centers on the attribution of a group of coins dating to the reign of Elagabalus and the 
later Severans. Representing a third of the Cypriot finds dated to the Severan period, these coins 
have the emperor’s portrait on one side and a star and delta-epsilon without the SC mark on the 
other. They appear to be of roughly the same denomination as the provincial SC issues of 
Antioch, but scholars debate whether or not they should be attributed to a Cypriot or a Syrian 
mint.1149 If Cypriot in origin, the delta-epsilon/star type were the only issues minted on the island 
after the koinon issues ended during the time of Caracalla.1150 Alternatively, if the delta-
epsilon/star type belongs to a Syrian mint – either Antioch or more likely Laodicea ad Mare – 
perhaps the anonymous coin type filled a gap in coin supplies left by the end of Cypriot 
minting.1151  
This attribution has important ramifications for the interpretation of Antiochene 
provincial finds on Cyprus. If the Cypriots stopped minting all provincial coins during the time 
                                                           
1149 Cox 1959, nos. 144-146. According to Butcher 2004, pp. 384-385, the denomination of the Antiochene 
provincial SC coin under Elagabalus ranged between 4.0 and 5.0 grams. The study done by Parks 2004, pp. 132-
133, found the delta-epsilon standard to fall between 4.0 and 6.0 grams, averaging between 4.0 and 5.0 grams.      
1150 See Parks 2004, pp. 132-135, 235-239. 
1151 Amandry 1993, pp. 17-18; Butcher 2004, pp. 173, 233, 384. Kevin Butcher (pers. comm. 20 September 2012): 
“The issues with delta-epsilon alone probably don’t belong to Antioch. Their Latin legends and the delta-epsilon fit 
best at Laodicea, which is a possible candidate for the mint. There do seem to be a number of them on Cyprus, but 
there were also a number at Dura Europus. It also depends on what delta-epsilon means, and whether it fits the 
context of Cyprus. If it means ‘of the four eparchies’ then it surely relates to a mint in Syria.” 
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of Caracalla, perhaps officials brought the anonymous provincial SC coins from Antioch to the 
island along with the delta-epsilon/star issues to fill the gap in coin supplies created by the 
cessation of production by the koinon. Inscriptions of the Cypriot koinon also “dry up” during 
the Severan period, which may indicate the end of this body’s municipal functions and the 
monopoly they held over the circulating currency.1152 On the other hand, if the Cypriots 
continued to produce a provincial issue throughout the Severan period, perhaps Antiochene 
coinage was specifically selected for circulation because of its anonymity and its similarity in 
type and denomination to the delta-epsilon issues.1153 The reasons why non-Cypriot coins would 
be selected to circulate alongside Cypriot issues in this latter scenario is not clear as the Severan 
period is believed to have been a time of prosperity for the island.1154  
The Antiochene issues could also have arrived later with the general influx of antoniniani 
in the third century CE as the definite end of provincial minting on Cyprus necessitated “foreign 
imports.”1155 According to the average, Antiochene imperial coins represent at least a quarter of 
the assemblage during the later third century CE and almost a third of the finds by the late 
antique period. At this point, Cyprus was actually part of the same diocese as Syria, which may 
have encouraged coin supplies from the nearby mint at Antioch.1156   
 
Cilicia  
 Compared to the assemblages from Cyprus and most other provinces considered in this 
study, the coin find data for Cilicia is fairly limited.1157 Only one report from Gözlü Kule – a tell 
                                                           
1152 See Gordon 2012, p. 299. Gordon assumes a Cypriot origin of the delta-epsilon issues and uses this to argue for 
the continued activity of the koinon Kyprion. 
1153 Compare Gordon 2012, p. 339, no. 1390. 
1154 Gordon 2012, pp. 298-299.   
1155 Parks 2004, p. 134.   
1156 Gordon 2012, p. 301. 
1157 See Butcher 2004, p. 171. 
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on the outskirts of ancient Tarsus – meets the criteria outlined in Chapter 4. Excavations there 
yielded around 214 identifiable coins for the period under study (ill. 9.4).1158 While this number 
is higher than many of the assemblages examined in this distribution study, the original 
excavators warned that the site as a whole is hardly representative of the nearby cosmopolitan 
city of Tarsus.1159 As a way of rounding out this picture, I also examined the finds from 
excavations at the coastal city of Elaiussa Sebaste further to the west in Cilicia Tracheia.1160 Too 
few of the coin finds from this site predate the late antique period to allow quantification, but 
some characterization of the later assemblage is possible.    
 
Illustration	  9.4:	  Map	  of	  the	  two	  Cilician	  excavation	  sites	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  
 
  
A noticeable presence of bronze Antiochene coins appears at Gözlü Kule only as 
bookends to the chronological range studied here (ill. 9.5). Antiochene royal bronze coins 
                                                           
1158 Cox 1950.  
1159 See Goldman 1950, p. v. 
1160 Polosa 2010.  
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represent around 25% of the Hellenistic finds, all of which date to the reign of Antiochus III. As 
mentioned earlier, the Seleucids did control this territory along with Syria for much of the 
Hellenistic period. The finds suggest, however, that local Cilician mints met the region’s 
currency needs, at least in terms of bronze coins. At first these mints produced royal Seleucid 
issues, but civic coin production increased by the mid-second century BCE.1161 Coins produced 
further south at Antioch were then not normally needed. Comparison of the finds from Gözlü 
Kule to the Syrian average does show noticeably less Antiochene coins (ill. 9.6). Antiochene 
coins could still circulate within Cilicia, however. The Antiochene coins that do appear at Gözlü 
Kule were perhaps moved by soldiers who needed small change in lieu of issues from a 
temporarily inactive mint at Tarsus.1162  
Illustration	  9.5:	  Chronological	  and	  type	  breakdown	  of	  Antiochene	  coins	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  found	  at	  Gözlü	  
Kule.	  Too	  few	  Antiochene	  coins	  appear	  to	  warrant	  a	  graph	  with	  the	  type	  breakdown.	  	  
TIME	  PERIOD	  
Antiochene	  
Royal/Imperial	  
Antiochene	  
Civic	  
Antiochene	  
Provincial	  
Non-­‐Antiochene	  
Period	  
Total	  
223-­‐91	  BCE	   21	   	   	   60	   81	  
90-­‐31	  BCE	   	   1	   	   31	   32	  
30	  BCE-­‐95	  CE	   	   	   	   26	   26	  
96-­‐192	  CE	   	   	   	   14	   14	  
193-­‐235	  CE	   	   	   	   22	   22	  
236-­‐283	  CE	   	   	   	   17	   17	  
284-­‐423	  CE	   9	   	   	   13	   22	  
Coin	  Total	   30	   1	   0	   183	   214	  
 
                                                           
1161 A. H. M. Jones 1971, p. 200. 
1162 Cox 1950, pp. 45-52; D. MacDonald 1976, p. 44. See also Polosa 2010, pp. 179-181.  
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Illustration	  9.6:	  Comparison	  of	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  found	  at	  at	  Gözlü	  Kule	  (based	  upon	  214	  
coins)	  to	  the	  Syrian	  average	  (total	  2,441	  coins)	  and	  the	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  5,449	  coins).	  
 
 
In the period assemblages following the Hellenistic era, only one autonomous civic 
Antiochene coin of the first century BCE appears at Gözlü Kule before Late Antiquity. With the 
exception of an additional second century CE coin of Laodicea ad Mare, Syria as a whole is not 
well represented within these finds.1163 The majority of the coins for the Roman imperial period 
are instead either local coins from Tarsus or coins issued by the surrounding Cilician cities.1164 
According to MacDonald’s calculations, non-local coinage accounts for only 16% of the Roman 
imperial assemblage at Gözlü Kule.1165 This pattern matches the bronze finds from hoards for 
this time period, which also appear to contain mostly Cilician coins.1166  
The lacuna in Antiochene coin finds within the Roman imperial period assemblage from 
Cilicia demands some explanation, because a portion of Cilicia was temporarily joined to the 
                                                           
1163 In his 2004 study, Butcher writes that “no Syrian coins of the relevant period” appear in Cox’s 1950 report (p. 
172). It is unclear whether or not the identification of the coin from Laodicea ad Mare (Cox 1950, no. 282) should 
be doubted.  
1164 According to the RPC I, p. 581, little coinage was issued in the region of Cilicia Pedias during the Julio-
Claudian period. 
1165 D. MacDonald 1976, p. 45. 
1166 See Katsari 2011, p. 231, n. 133. 
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province of Syria during the reign of the Julio-Claudians.1167 If a standardized provincial SC 
coinage was introduced to the province during this period, why did it not penetrate the 
assemblage at Gözlü Kule?  
One possible explanation is the limited dataset available for Cilicia. The collection from 
Gözlü Kule represents only one site, and more excavation throughout Cilicia may uncover a 
stronger presence of Antiochene coins.1168 Perhaps Tarsus itself – being the major city of the 
province – attracted more Antiochene coins than its neighboring tell. 
Then again, the possibility remains that Antiochene coins simply did not circulate in 
Cilicia during the Roman imperial period because of regional differences. The cities of Cilicia 
continued to produce their own local bronze issues throughout this era, which were very 
“distinctive” from Antioch’s own civic and provincial coins in the early imperial period.1169 
Given the strong civic competition within Cilicia in which civic coins played a role, it is possible 
that coins from a neighboring region were not welcome.1170 It is equally possible, albeit difficult 
to prove, that denominational differences limited the integration of Cilician and Syrian bronze 
coinage for the early imperial period.1171  
Cilician coins are equally rare finds within Syria for this period (see Chapter 5).1172 Nine 
Cilician mints are represented in the coin assemblage at Antioch, but no single mint contributes 
over four coins. Besides one nebulously dated coin from Tarsus, the coin finds from Cilicia date 
                                                           
1167 Sherwin-White 1992, pp. 265-269. 
1168 See Butcher 2004, p. 172.  
1169 RPC I, pp. 36, 589; RPC II, p. 247.  
1170 See A. H. M. Jones 1971, pp. 206-207; Butcher 1988b, pp. 27, 91-92; Butcher 2001-2002, p. 72. 
1171 Johnston 2007, pp. 73-74: “Finds show that there was some movement of bronze coins between the two regions, 
though that means only that there was some system of equivalence, since the Syrian bronzes were intended to be the 
subsidiary coinage to the Antiochene tetradrachms, which are not found in Cilicia. Whereas in Syria an 8-obol piece 
(=16 assaria) was an acceptable fraction of the tetradrachm, in Cilicia it would have been equivalent to a denarius, 
and any overlap of bronze with the silver denominations was normally avoided (or not permitted).”  
1172 See Butcher 2004, p. 176; RPC I, p. 36, 589. 
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to either the Hellenistic period or from the Severan period and later.1173 Johnston comments that 
the majority of Cilician finds at Antioch during the later period are of the largest denomination 
with a Tyche type similar to the coins produced at Antioch from the reign of Severus Alexander 
onward. She posits that these similarities “may have facilitated these movements, though the 
denominations were of course not necessarily identical – there may simply have been a 
recognized equivalence.”1174 Then again, Zeigler has also proposed that Severan-era coin 
production in Cilicia was tied to troop activity extending into the East, which may also explain 
the movement of Cilician coins into Syria at this time.1175 For the most part, however, a 
manufactured or enforced border appears to exist between these currency pools; the two are not 
mutually exclusive (see Chapter 1).  
In contrast, Antiochene coinage reappears at Gözlü Kule during the late antique period in 
comparable percentages to Syria and Antioch (see ill. 9.6). This is mirrored among the finds at 
Elaiussa Sebaste as well; here, only coin finds from Constantinople outnumber those from 
Antioch.1176 By this point, the Cilician mints had ceased producing coins and supplies were 
clearly brought in from elsewhere. As Cilicia was joined to the diocese Oriens during this period, 
it is reasonable to assume that many of the coins originated from the mint at Antioch.1177 
 
Central Asia Minor  
 The evidence available for coin circulation in the regions of Galatia and Cappadocia in 
central Asia Minor is minimal at best.1178 As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, these 
                                                           
1173 See Waage 1952. 
1174 Johnston 2007, p. 73, no. 160, pp. 73-77. 
1175 Zeigler 1996, pp. 119-134. Seconded by Mitchell 1993, p. 238.  
1176 Polosa 2010, p. 178. 
1177 For a full history of Cilicia, see A. H. M. Jones 1971, pp. 191-214.  
1178 The two regions were temporarily united during the mid-first century CE before being split again in the early 
second century CE. See Mitchell 1993. 
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territories lacked extensive urbanization during the Hellenistic and Roman periods and were 
instead “dominated by villages and tribal groups.”1179 This does not mean coins were not 
produced or used within the region. In fact, the mint at Caesarea in Cappadocia is perhaps best 
known for its production of provincial silver and what appears to be locally controlled 
bronze.1180 These issues may have been geared toward the military activity of the Roman Empire 
within the eastern frontier, but they could have also circulated within the wider region as 
well.1181 Civic coin production took place at a few other cities of Cappadocia, while local and 
koinon production also occurred in Galatia at Ankara, Pessinus, and Tavium.1182 The minimal 
excavation and publication for the region still makes it difficult to reconstruct circulation 
patterns. Many previous studies attempting to do so are actually based upon museum collections 
and sporadic hoard finds or survey.1183 
Detailed excavation reports meeting the criteria outlined in Chapter 4 are rare.1184 The 
one report that does work comes from the Roman baths and gymnasium at Çankırıkapı in central 
Galatia (modern Ankara; ill. 9.7). This assemblage comprises 82 identifiable finds.1185 Again, a 
danger exists when only one site is used to represent an entire region, but these finds are 
presented here in the hope that future publications will further clarify the distribution of 
Antiochene coinage.  
                                                           
1179 Butcher 1988b, p. 95; Harl 1996, p. 109; RPC II, p. 18; Mitchell 1993, pp. 7-9, 97-98. 
1180 Sydenham 1978, p. 3. 
1181 Howgego 1985, pp. 24, 30; Yarrow 2012, p. 426; Marthaler 1968, p. 55; Butcher 2004, pp. 176-177.  
1182 Butcher 1988b, pp. 95-96. 
1183 See Marthaler 1968; Katsari 2012, pp. 259-260; Bland 1996, pp. 65-68; Lightfoot 1996a.   
1184 The catalog from Pessinus includes less than twenty identifiable coins from excavations that date to the time 
period under study (see Devreker 1984). The catalog of coin finds from Amorium also had an insufficient quantity 
of identifiable Hellenistic and Roman finds (see Lightfoot 2012).   
1185 Arslan 1996.  
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Illustration	  9.7:	  Map	  of	  Çankırıkapı	  in	  central	  Galatia	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  
  
 Only five Antiochene coins appear in the assemblage at Çankırıkapı (ill. 9.8). These 
include two royal issues of Seleukos IV and Antiochus IV, which were minted immediately after 
Antiochus III had ceded the territory north of the Taurus Mountains. Early imperial finds consist 
of two provincial SC coins of Claudius and Domitian. The significance of these finds is difficult 
to judge as the total period assemblage consists of only seven coins. The last Antiochene coin 
find is a civic hybrid issue of Philip I or II. Based upon the contemporary pattern for Syria, this 
was undoubtedly a stray find. The only other Levantine or southeastern coins date to the third 
century CE and include one from Gabala, one from Carrhae, three from Edessa, and one from 
Rhesaena. On the whole, the assemblage is dominated by bronze coins from central and western 
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Asia Minor. The lack of late antique period finds unfortunately does not allow us to see whether 
or not this pattern changes once the region became part of a homogenized currency.  
Illustration	  9.8:	  Chronological	  and	  type	  breakdown	  of	  Antiochene	  coins	  and	  non-­‐Antiochene	  coins	  found	  at	  
Çankırıkapı.  
TIME	  PERIOD	  
Antiochene	  
Royal/Imperial	  
Antiochene	  
Civic	  
Antiochene	  
Provincial	  
Non-­‐
Antiochene	  
Period	  Total	  
223-­‐31	  BCE	   2	   0	   0	   4	   6	  
30	  BCE-­‐95	  CE	   0	   0	   2	   5	   7	  
96-­‐192	  CE	   0	   0	   0	   6	   6	  
193-­‐235	  CE	   0	   0	   0	   38	   38	  
236-­‐283	  CE	   0	   1	   0	   24	   25	  
284-­‐423	  CE	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  
Coin	  Total	   2	   1	   2	   77	   82	  
 
 If the assemblage at Çankırıkapı does somewhat reflect circulation patterns within the 
region, the absence of Antiochene bronze coinage needs explanation. The distance between the 
two regions is an unlikely factor, as Antiochene coins appear to have moved much greater 
distances further east (see Chapter 7). Provincial boundaries, civic production, and 
denominational differences may have instead limited the mixing of Syrian and Anatolian coins. 
Unfortunately, the only evidence for these factors comes from their mirrored absence in the 
south. As discussed in previous chapters, central Anatolian coin finds are rare within Syria. The 
finds from the excavations at Antioch revealed only a handful of Cappadocian bronze mostly 
dating to the Severan period; no coins from the rest of central Asia Minor were found (see 
Chapter 5). Bland’s study of specifically bronze and silver from Caesarea in Cappadocia in the 
Levant notes 72 bronzes at Dura (0.51% of the total Greek and Roman assemblage) and none 
from Hama, Apamea, or Jerash. This is hardly a “regular” appearance of Cappadocian coins, as 
Bland deemed it. Without any better evidence to the contrary, it is best to conclude that central 
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Anatolian coins did not normally circulate to the south nor Syrian coins to the north.1186 A 
manufactured or enforced barrier instead separated their currency (see Chapter 1).  
 
Western Asia Minor 
 Unlike the previous two sections, the combination of widespread urbanization in 
antiquity and extensive modern excavation makes available a vast body of coin evidence for 
Western Asia Minor. The eight sites selected for study here extend throughout the region (ill. 
9.9). Along the Aegean Sea are the cities of Troy (Troas), Pergamon (Mysia), and Ephesus 
(Ionia).1187 Further inland are the cities of Sardis (Lydia), Hierapolis (Phyrgia), and Aphrodisias 
(Caria).1188 Sagalassos (Pisidia) and Side (Pamphylia) are the furthest east, closer to central Asia 
Minor.1189 Each excavation produced more than 200 identifiable coins for the Hellenistic through 
late antique periods: Troy (362 coins), Pergamon (515 coins), Ephesus (335 coins), Sardis (2,569 
coins), Hierapolis (392 coins), Aphrodisias (582 coins), Sagalassos (267 coins), and Side (342 
coins).  
 
                                                           
1186 Bland 1996, pp. 67-68. Only a few stray finds of coin from Central Asia Minor appear in the assemblage at 
Zeugma, but at least one hoard from the later third century CE does contain a wide variety of issues from this region. 
See Butcher 2013; Butcher 2004, p. 178. 
1187 Troy: Bellinger 1961; Pergamon: Voegtli 1993; Ephesus: Karwiese 2003, 2007. 
1188 Sardis: Buttrey, Johnston, MacKenzie and Bates 1981; Hierapolis: Travaglini and Camilleri 2010; Aphrodisias: 
D. MacDonald 1976. 
1189 Sagalassos: Scheers 1993a, 1993b, 1995, 1997a, 2000; Side: Atlan 1976. 
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Illustration	  9.9:	  Map	  of	  eight	  excavation	  sites	  from	  Western	  Asia	  Minor	  in	  relation	  to	  Antioch.	  
 
 
Antiochene bronze coin finds are noticeably sparse within these assemblages (ill. 9.10). 
This is not surprising, given the political history and currency system of the region. The 
Seleucids had ruled over much of this region beginning in 281 BCE, but Seleucid control ended 
in 189 BCE, just a few years after the chronological limits of this study begin. Certain cities had 
minted coins for the early Seleucid kings, but many continued producing civic issues.1190 The 
Attalids, who followed Seleucid control in the region, created a closed currency system based on 
the silver cistophorus.1191 This changed only gradually under the Romans, as denarii were 
                                                           
1190 See Ma 1999, pp. 36, 49, 55, 162-163. Both the cities of the Troad and Lysimacheia began minting Seleucid 
tetradrachms during the reign of Antiochus II. Smyrna minted for both Antiochus I and Antiochus II. Coinage was 
struck in Phrygia under Seleucus III, but this appears to be a traveling mint. See also Meadows 2001, p. 62.  
1191 Callataÿ 2012, pp. 183-184. 
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introduced to the currency pool alongside infrequent issues of cistophori.1192 Many of these cities 
also had their own local mint producing civic issues during the Roman period.1193 Johnston 
suggests that these local coins had a greater compatibility with one another, which led to wider 
regional circulation than in Syria (see Chapter 6).1194 At the same time, site finds indicate that 
circulating coinage did not include coins from even Cilicia and Cappadocia, which suggests 
some enforced circulation took place by either the civic or provincial bureaucracy.1195   
Illustration	  9.10:	  The	  average	  in	  Western	  Asia	  Minor	  for	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  types	  and	  non-­‐
Antiochene	  coin	  finds	  by	  chronological	  period	  (based	  upon	  4,755	  coins	  identifiable	  by	  type).	  Not	  included	  in	  this	  
study	  are	  391	  undated	  coins	  of	  the	  second	  and	  first	  centuries	  BCE	  and	  218	  undated	  Roman	  coins.	  	  
 
 
Given this context, the general lack of Antiochene coin finds is understandable. As is 
clear from the regional average, only minimal numbers of Antiochene coinage appear in limited 
periods (ill. 9.10). In the Hellenistic period, the 1% of Antiochene coins registering within the 
assemblage dates predominately to the reign of Antiochus III, who had a heavy military presence 
                                                           
1192 Ashton 2012, pp. 200-201, 204; Burnett 1987, pp. 41-42; Butcher 1988b, p. 18. On the division of territory in 
antiquity, see A. H. M. Jones 1971, pp. 28, 40-41, 46-48, 50-59, 91-109, 123-146. 
1193 Howgego 1985, pp. 84, 98. 
1194 Johnston 2007, pp. 5, 240-241. Katsari 2011, pp. 191ff, discusses regional “circulation pools” within Asia 
Minor. 
1195 See D. MacDonald 1976, pp. 40-47; Scheers 2000, p. 529; Buttrey, Johnston, MacKenzie, and Bates 1981, p. 2; 
Aperghis 2004, p. 236.  
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in the area.1196 Such a small percentage is hardly evidence of circulation. The Antiochene coins 
that next appear among the assemblages from Asia Minor are imperial Roman issues of 
antoniniani during the later third century CE. Antoniniani from other mints like Cyzicus, Rome, 
and Siscia have a much stronger representation within the assemblages, and the 3.4% from 
Antioch is a minimal increase from earlier periods.1197  
The appearance of Antiochene coins in the late antique period shows a more noteworthy 
increase to 8.6%, but this is easily explained. The homogenized Roman currency system 
rendered Antiochene coins legitimate within the region. Even so, they circulated in smaller 
numbers than the coins from nearby imperial mints like Cyzicus, Nicomedia, and 
Constantinople.1198 Distance from the mint at Antioch and the prevalence of local supplies from 
within the diocese of Asiana is perhaps the best explanation for fewer Antiochene coins than in 
areas further east (ill. 9.11; compare with Chapter 10).       
 
                                                           
1196 Antiochene coin finds appear at Sardis, Ephesus, and Pergamon.  
1197 Johnston 2007, pp. 30, 238-243.  
1198 See Buttrey, Johnston, MacKenzie, and Bates 1981, pp. 93-109. 
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Illustration	  9.11:	  Comparison	  of	  the	  percentage	  of	  Antiochene	  coin	  in	  Western	  Asia	  Minor	  (based	  upon	  4,755	  total	  
coins)	  to	  the	  Cypriot	  average	  (total	  1,692	  coins),	  Gözlü	  Kule	  (214	  coins),	  the	  Syrian	  average	  (total	  2,441	  coins),	  and	  
the	  finds	  at	  Antioch	  (total	  5,449	  coins).	  
 
Hoards of Antiochene Silver from Asia Minor 
At least seventeen silver hoards from greater Asia Minor contained tetradrachms and 
antoniniani minted at Antioch. This is certainly not an exhaustive list, but the best that could be 
gathered from the inventories and publications mentioned in Chapter 4. It is somewhat promising 
that much like the excavation finds, Antiochene coins appear within hoards only dating to the 
late Hellenistic period and the later third century CE.  
The twelve Hellenistic hoards containing Seleucid issues from Antioch represent two 
discrete groups. The first group includes eight hoards buried between 205 and 188 BCE, before 
large portions of the area were lost through the Peace of Apamea. These hoards contain silver 
coins dating from the late fourth century BCE to the reign of Antiochus III. Their reported find 
spots are located in central and western Asia Minor including Phrygia, Lydia, and Rhodes, all 
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areas over which the Seleucids temporarily held control (ill. 9.12).1199 Two additional hoards 
were not better attributed than Asia Minor.1200  
Illustration	  9.12:	  Map	  of	  the	  six	  Hellenistic	  hoards	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins	  and	  buried	  before	  188	  BCE.	  Two	  of	  
these	  were	  found	  near	  Gordium.	  The	  two	  hoards	  not	  better	  attributed	  than	  Asia	  Minor	  are	  not	  included.	  The	  place	  
names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  	  	  
 
 
These eight hoards contain a mixture of silver coins dating as far back as Alexander the 
Great and originating from mints across the Aegean, Asia Minor, and the Near East. Antiochene 
royal issues represent less than 10% of these assemblages (ill. 9.13). This may seem like a low 
percentage for areas still under Seleucid control, but two factors temper this impression. First, 
among the contemporary hoards from Syria already discussed, Antiochene coins represent less 
than 20% of the equally diverse assemblages (see ill. 6.16). The open currency system of the 
Seleucids at this time permitted a mixture of silver. Second, according to Aperghis, the proximity 
                                                           
1199 IGCH 1405, 1406, 1317, 1318, 1410, 1413.  
1200 IGCH 1411, 1450.  
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of Asia Minor to other mints allowed for greater competition from alternative sources of coinage 
including the Pergamene kingdom and Rhodes. Aperghis believes Seleucid coins gained “a more 
respectable share of the circulating currency” during the time of Antiochus III due to “increased 
military expenditure in the region.”1201 Therefore rather than considering the Antiochene coins 
simply minimal finds, their presence in these hoards strongly reflects the policies of the 
government issuing them.  
Illustration	  9.13:	  Hellenistic	  hoards	  containing	  silver	  Antiochene	  coins	  from	  Asia	  Minor.	  All	  hoards	  have	  contents	  
dating	  from	  the	  fourth	  century	  BCE	  to	  the	  reign	  of	  Antiochus	  III	  (223-­‐187	  BCE).	  Compare	  with	  ill.	  6.16.	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  
Coin	  Total	  
%	  Antiochene	  
IGCH	  1405	   Gordium	   205	  BCE	   100	   8	   8%	  
IGCH	  1406	   Gordium	   200	  BCE	   114	   8	   7%	  
IGCH	  1317	   Rhodes	   190	  BCE	   21	   1	   4.8%	  
IGCH	  1318	   Sardes,	  Lydia	   190	  BCE	   60	   2	   3.3%	  
IGCH	  1410	   Mektepini,	  Phrygia	   190	  BCE	   752	   11	   1.5%	  
IGCH	  1411	   Asia	  Minor,	  central	   190	  BCE	   400	   9	   2.3%	  
IGCH	  1450	   Asia	  Minor	   190	  BCE	   251	   23	   9.2%	  
IGCH	  1413	   Ayaz-­‐In,	  Phrygia	   188	  BCE	   170	   4	   2.4%	  
 
 The second group of Hellenistic hoards containing Antiochene coins consists of four 
deposits presumably buried between 140 and 115 BCE. Two of the hoards originated in eastern 
Cilicia. One comes from Alexandria ad Issum near the Syrian Gates and the other from between 
Tarsus and Adana (ill. 9.14).1202 Two other hoards were not better attributed than Asia Minor.1203  
 
                                                           
1201 Aperghis 2004, p. 233. 
1202 IGCH 1434, 1435.  
1203 IGCH 1453, 1454.  
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Illustration	  9.14:	  Map	  of	  presumed	  find	  spots	  of	  two	  Cilician	  hoards	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins	  from	  the	  late	  
Hellenistic	  period.	  The	  place	  names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  
  
 There are noticeable differences, which separate these hoards from the earlier group (ill. 
9.15). The two hoards with a defined find spot are concentrated in eastern Cilicia, one of the only 
regions within greater Anatolia still held by the Seleucids after 188 BCE. These two hoards also 
contain a higher percentage of Antiochene issues among coins from mints located only within 
Cilicia and Syria. These percentages are still not quite as high as the contemporary hoards from 
Syria (see ill. 6.17), but the mixture with royal silver from Tarsus does suggest Syrian silver still 
circulated within these sections held by the Seleucids. 
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Illustration	  9.15:	  Hellenistic	  hoards	  containing	  Antiochene	  coin	  from	  Cilicia	  and	  Asia	  Minor.	  Most	  of	  the	  contents	  
date	  to	  the	  second	  centuries	  BCE.	  	  	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  
Coin	  Total	   %	  Antiochene	  
IGCH	  1453	   Asia	  Minor	   140	  BCE	   71	   8	   11.3%	  
IGCH	  1434	  	   Alexandria	  ad	  Issum	   130	  BCE	   20	   c.	  10	   50%	  
IGCH	  1454	   Asia	  Minor	   125	  BCE	   119	   14	   11.8%	  
IGCH	  1435	  
Between	  Tarsus	  and	  
Adana	   115	  BCE	   200	   35	   17.5%	  
  
The two hoards without a specific find spot are harder to interpret. IGCH 1454 contains 
102 New Style tetradrachms from Athens dated from 187/6 to 158/7 BCE in addition to the 
sixteen tetradrachms from Antioch, Tyre, and Damascus. The editors of this hoard posited that 
this assemblage actually represents two hoards that were later combined either in the ancient or 
modern era. IGCH 1453 is also difficult to understand. Besides the eight Antiochene 
tetradrachms, the hoard also contains 21 tetradrachms from Cilicia and Bithynia and 57 
cistophori. As discussed earlier, cistophori were part of a closed currency system and little proof 
exits for their comingling with Syrian tetradrachms. Any firm conclusions about either hoard are 
impossible without better find spots and comparable hoard data. Given the larger pattern of the 
region, they do not likely signal circulation of Antiochene coins outside of Seleucid territory.  
Silver Antiochene coins do not again appear within greater Asia Minor until the third 
century CE. This gap is understandable for all the reasons discussed above concerning the site 
finds. Enforced provincial borders and different denominational systems extending from regional 
traditions of minting likely prevented the circulation of provincial silver coins from Antioch to 
the northwest.    
Indeed, when Antiochene coins again appear within five third-century CE hoards 
originating from across Asia Minor, they are exclusively denarii and antoniniani produced for the 
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central Roman authority (ills. 9.16 and 9.17).1204 Even though these coins presumably had value 
as currency within these regions, scholars believe these Antiochene coins moved as a result of 
military actions in the region. For instance, Bittel proposed that the hoard from Bogazköy is tied 
to the Palmyrene invasion, which extended into Galatia and possibly moved higher quantities of 
Antiochene coins westward than what would move more naturally through trade or other 
economic activities.1205 Indeed, the pattern of the excavation finds for this period did not reveal a 
strong presence of Antiochene coinage of any type for this period, which weakens the 
significance of the high percentage of Antiochene coins within these hoards.  
                                                           
1204 Temizsoy 1996; Hollard and Bingöl 1994; Bland and Aydemir 1991; Bellinger 1961; Bittel 1955. It is possible 
that the fifth hoard from Haydere actually represents two hoards, one with coins dating to the first and second 
centuries CE and the other with coins of the third century CE. If so, Antiochene coins are absent from the former, 
but present among the latter. See Bland and Aydemir 1991, pp. 94-95. 
1205 Bittel 1955, pp. 28-30. See also Hollard and Bingöl 1994, p. 67. Bland and Aydemir 1991, pp. 103-104, tie the 
burial of the Haydere hoard to the Gothic invasion, but do not address how the Antiochene coins arrived so far west. 
On the period of invasions in Asia Minor, see Mitchell 1993, pp. 235-238.   
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Illustration	  9.16:	  The	  approximate	  location	  in	  Asia	  Minor	  of	  six,	  third	  century	  CE	  hoards	  containing	  Antiochene	  
coins.	  The	  place	  names	  are	  as	  they	  are	  published.	  
 
  
Illustration	  9.17:	  Third	  century	  CE	  hoards	  from	  Asia	  Minor	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  	  
Reference	   Find	  Spot	   Burial	   Total	  Coins	  
Antiochene	  	  
Coin	  Total	  
%	  Antiochene	  
Bland	  and	  
Aydemir	  1991	  
Haydere	   264	  CE	  
2,330	  denarii	  
and	  antoniniani	  
188	  antoniniani	   8.1%	  	  
Bittel	  1955	   Bogazköy	   270	  CE	   523	  antoniniani	   521	  antoniniani	   99.6%	  
Bellinger	  1961	   Troy	   282	  CE	   218	  antoniniani	   1	  antoninianus	   0.5%	  
Temizsoy	  1996	   Ihsaniye	   285	  CE	   83	  antoniniani	   79	  antoniniani	   95.2%	  
Hollard	  and	  
Bingöl	  1994	  
Göktepe	  
late	  third	  
century	  CE	  
178	  denarii	  and	  
antoniniani;	  
7	  bronze	  
5	  (1	  denarius;	  1	  
antoninianus)	  
2.7%	  
 
To a certain extent, the overall pattern presented by the hoard evidence is not surprising. 
Antiochene silver first appears in hoards predominately within the confines of the Seleucid 
empire. When the borders of the empire contracted, so did the presence of Antiochene silver. 
Different currency systems and minting traditions provided little impetus for the movement and 
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circulation of Antiochene silver in this region for much of the Roman imperial period.1206 Only 
the change to a homogenized currency system during the third century CE, coupled with 
increased troop movement between the Near East and Asia Minor, caused Antiochene coins to 
reappear.  
 
Conclusions 
 With great care for the lacuna in the evidence from central and southern Asia Minor, 
enough of a pattern in the distribution of Antiochene coin finds emerges from this region to 
allow a few conclusions. For the Hellenistic period, inclusion within the Seleucid empire made a 
difference for the presence of Antiochene coins. Even though other commercial and social links 
may have tied these regions together, the political boundaries played a significant role in the 
circulation of coins. The Ptolemaic stronghold of Cyprus did not exhibit any significant presence 
of Antiochene royal issues in bronze or silver throughout the Hellenistic period, whereas 
Seleucid Cilicia showed a small presence of both bronze and silver. In the rest of Asia Minor, 
Antiochene coinage was minimally represented in silver, but only while the territories were still 
under Seleucid control. The borders changed once much of this region was lost to the Romans 
and the Attalid Kingdom in 188 BCE.   
 The new provincial boundaries established by the Romans reinforced traditional currency 
pools and further set off Antioch and presumably Syria from Asia Minor and Cyprus. Despite the 
trade and travel that undoubtedly occurred among these places, Antiochene coins are almost non-
existent finds in this western region before the third century CE. Even when other links between 
coin productions can be established, as in the case of Antioch and Cyprus, this does not translate 
                                                           
1206 Howgego 1995, p. 102. On the compatibility of Cappadocian and Syrian silver, see Butcher and Ponting 2009, p. 
77.  
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into a mixing of finds and, by extension, circulation. Again, it is possible that more excavation 
finds will nuance this conclusion, but the general pattern is not promising for the spread of 
Syrian coins. Instead, the finds reflect a limit to their movement.  
 This pattern begins to change in the Severan period. On Cyprus, some impetus brought 
anonymous SC issues from Antioch to the island during the third century CE. Whether this 
resulted from government officials dealing with a lacuna in coin production or for another reason 
is unclear, but this is a noticeable break from the earlier pattern. In greater Asia Minor, however, 
neither the anonymous provincial issues nor the civic hybrid coins turn up. This suggests that 
even as tensions brewed throughout the East, continuing regional systems and increased civic 
coin production did not invite the entrance of Antiochene coins.  
In the late third century CE, imperial issues minted at Antioch gradually infiltrate the 
entire region and appear as excavation finds as well as within hoards. A host of factors seem to 
affect the movement of these imperial issues out of Syria, including the longevity of regional 
systems, the movement of troops, and sheer distance from Antioch. Nearby Cyprus shows an 
increasing reliance upon Antiochene issues, whereas at least western Asia Minor continued to 
rely upon closer imperial mints within the region. All the same, this spread reflects the imperial 
role now played by the city of Antioch and testifies to the new function of the Antiochene mint 
(see Chapter 2).    
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Chapter 10: Coin Finds in the Central and Western Roman Empire 
 
 The final “regional” study of this distribution project covers territories within the rest of 
the Roman Empire which had never been held by the Seleucids nor had a direct connection to 
Antioch and Syria. Little expectation exists for the presence of royal, civic, or provincial 
Antiochene coins, as there was no reason for their circulation beyond the Levant. Nevertheless, 
this final geographical span is included for two reasons. The first goal is to identify stray finds 
“on the loose” in the rest of the Mediterranean. These single finds can speak to the movement of 
a single individual or chain of travelers within the ancient world, which traces back to Antioch. 
The second goal is to better understand Roman imperial minting at Antioch and the extent of the 
circulation of denarii, antoniniani, and later coins within the wider empire.  
 Certainly examining “the rest” of the empire in one fell swoop minimizes the rich 
uniqueness of each individual province and the different currency patterns of each area. For 
instance, greater Greece continued to rely upon civic coinage long into the Roman imperial 
period, whereas much of the West made the transition from native coining to the Roman system 
by the first century CE.1207 Furthermore, as suggested by many regional studies from the West, 
even imperial bronze and silver had regional patterns of circulation worth considering.1208  
The focus of this project, however, remains on Antiochene coin finds and to what extent 
their distribution pattern can speak to Antioch’s influence through its own city government, the 
Roman provincial government of Syria, and the central governments of the Seleucid kingdom 
and the Roman imperial government. To that end and with the expectation that Antiochene finds 
are rare before the late antique period, the following “regional” study considers Antiochene coin 
finds chronologically by where they appear rather than according to individual region. 
                                                           
1207 See Butcher 1988b, pp. 61-65; Burnett 1987, pp. 51-56. 
1208 See the debate between Duncan-Jones 1994, pp. 172ff, and Noreña 2011, pp. 30-34.  
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Excavation finds and hoard evidence are considered within each chronological period, but still as 
separate datasets. Most quantification is discussed for the late antique period where Antiochene 
coin finds represent a measurable portion of the assemblages.  
 
Characterization of Excavations and Hoards 
 A total of twenty excavations represent six major regions of the Roman Empire west of 
the greater Levant and Asia Minor (ill. 10.1). Four sites from eastern Europe yielded over 500 
coin finds: Athens in Achaea (22,000+ coins), Corinth in Achaea (3,700+ coins), Histria in Dacia 
(1,600+ coins), and Nicopolis ad Istrum in Thrace (500+ coins).1209 With the exception of 
Nicopolis, which was founded in the second century CE, the dates of the coin finds span the 
Hellenistic, Roman, and late antique periods. All four sites minted their own coinage at some 
point during the Roman period.    
Illustration	  10.1:	  Distribution	  of	  excavations	  west	  of	  Asia	  Minor	  and	  the	  Levant.	  	  
 
 
                                                           
1209 Athens: Kroll 1993; Thompson 1954; Corinth: Edwards 1933; Histria: Preda 1973; Nicopolis: Butcher 1995.  
  354 
 Sixteen sites represent the circulation of coins within the rest of the Roman Empire west 
of the Greek East. Italy is represented by excavations at Cosa (320+ coins), Minturnae (480+ 
coins), and Ordona (370+ coins).1210 To the north in the provinces of Roman Gaul are the sites of 
Vindonissa in Raetia (8,000+ coins), Reims in Belgica (1,600+ coins), and Alesia in Belgica 
(164 coins).1211 Excavation reports from Britannia were gathered from Bath (12,500+ coins), 
Silchester (575 coins), and Haltonchesters (134 coins).1212 From the provinces of the Iberian 
Peninsula, four sites were examined: Conimbriga in Lusitania (3,840+ coins), Augusta Emerita 
in Lusitania (1,200 coins), Segobriga in Tarraconensis (433 coins), and Idanha-a-Velha in 
Lusitania (46 coins before the Severan period).1213 The African coast is represented by site 
reports from Carthage (452 coins) and Sabratha (158 coins) in the province of Africa 
Proconsularis and Cyrene in Cyrenaica (551 coins).1214 The majority of the excavation reports 
gathered coins from throughout each site with the exception of Bath and Cyrene, where 
archaeologists focused on the temples and sanctuaries. Unlike the four eastern sites, none of the 
western sites minted their own coinage long into the Roman imperial period. The Iberian 
Peninsula, North Africa, Italy, and the Gauls all made the transition from local coins to silver and 
bronze produced at official imperial mints like Rome and Lugdunum in the first century CE at 
the latest.1215  
 In addition to the excavations, only four hoards containing Antiochene coins are 
discussed in detail. One hoard dates to the Hellenistic period, while three originated in the later 
third century CE. This is hardly a representative collection, but attribution problems of imperial 
                                                           
1210 Cosa: Buttrey 1980; Minturnae: Ben-Dor 1935; Ordona: Scheers 1997b.  
1211 Vindonissa: Kraay 1962; Pekáry 1971; Reims: Doyen 2008; Alesia: Popovitch 2001.  
1212 Bath: D. R. Walker 1988; Silchester: Boon 2000; Haltonchesters: Casey and Brickstock 2010.   
1213 Conimbriga: Pereira, Bost, and Hiernard 1974; Augusta Emerita: Velázquez Jiménez 1983; Segobriga: Abascal 
Palazón, Alberola, and Cebrian 2008; Idanha-a-Velha: Faria 1991-1992.  
1214 Carthage: Buttrey 1976; Buttrey and Hitchner 1978; Metcalf and Hitchner 1980; Metcalf 1981; Metcalf 1982a; 
Sabratha: Burnett, Jenkins, and Kenrick 1986; Cyrene: Buttrey 1997.     
1215 See Butcher 1988b, pp. 61-65; Burnett 1987, pp. 51-56. See also RPC I, pp. 18-21.  
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coinage produced during the Severan period limits any conclusions. Instead, where possible, the 
discussion is expanded to the presence of eastern coins moving to the West.    
 
Late Hellenistic Period/Roman Republic (223-31 BCE) 
 For the late Hellenistic period and end of the Roman Republic, a total of six bronze coins 
from Antioch appear among the excavations of greater Greece and the western empire. Five of 
these coins come from the assemblage at Athens, four of which date to the reign of the 
Seleucids.1216 The Seleucids had made several attempts to move into Europe, first by Seleucus I 
(306-281 BCE) and then by Antiochus II (261-246 BCE). Antiochus III (222-187 BCE) launched 
the last and most far reaching expedition into Greece, but was rebuffed by the Romans in 188 
BCE.1217 After this point, the Seleucids remained in the Near East as the borders of their 
kingdom contracted into Syria. The coin finds from Antioch have nothing to do with these 
expeditions, as only one coin dates to the reign of Antiochus III. The rest belong to the reigns of 
Seleucus IV (188-176 BCE), Alexander I (150-145 BCE), and Antiochus VII (138-29 BCE). An 
additional Antiochene civic issue dating to 47 BCE also appears among the finds at Athens.  
 As a military explanation can be ruled out for the presence of these finds, the best 
interpretation is that they moved through the regular travel of people within the Mediterranean. 
For instance, Syrian merchants are known from inscriptions to have conducted business at Delos 
and it is not unreasonable to expect they made it to mainland Greece as well.1218 Indeed, as many 
foreign coins are found at Athens, a few Antiochene coins in the enormous assemblage are not 
surprising nor overly significant. Instead, Kroll argues that these and the many other coins 
reinforce Athens’ role as a major port and tourist destination. These foreign coins did not have to 
                                                           
1216 Kroll 1993, nos. 991-995.   
1217 Sherwin-White and Kuhrt 1993, pp. 21-22, 210-215; Kosmin 2014, pp. 16-24, 79-92.  
1218 See Sartre 2005, p. 39.  
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be accepted as currency and more likely were exchanged and accidentally lost at the 
moneychangers’ tables.1219  
 The only hoard find containing Antiochene coins for this period comes from Sitichoro, 
near Pharsalus in Thessaly (ill. 10.2).1220 The hoard contains between 2,500 and 3,000 silver 
pieces dating from Alexander the Great (336-323 BCE) into the middle of the second century 
BCE. The burial date around 168-167 BCE is possibly tied to the Battle of Pydna between Rome 
and Perseus, the king of Macedonia, which took place nearby.1221 The origins of these coins span 
an area covering Greece, Asia Minor, Syria, and Egypt, but the 2,000 coins from Rhodes are the 
dominant finds by far. Antioch is represented by two or three tetradrachms dating to Antiochus II 
(261-246 BCE) and Antiochus III (223-187 BCE). Once again, with the exception of the coins 
from Rhodes, this wide accumulation of silver reflects many of the hoards of this period and 
provides little support for a strong presence of Antiochene coinage in the region. Little 
explanation is needed for their presence beyond the movement of individual travelers throughout 
the East.     
  
                                                           
1219 Kroll 1993, pp. 166-170.   
1220 IGCH 237. 
1221 Walbank 1993, pp. 238-240. 
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Illustration	  10.2:	  The	  location	  of	  a	  Hellenistic	  hoard	  from	  Sitichoro	  in	  Thessaly	  containing	  Antiochene	  coins.	  	  
 
 
Roman Imperial Period before the Third Century CE (30 BCE-192 CE) 
 A variety of evidence other than the coin finds testifies to the movement of individuals 
between Syria and the rest of the Roman world for public and private purposes.1222 The first 
evidence of Syrians entering the Roman Senate comes from the time of the Flavians; this 
includes senators from Antioch.1223 The movement of the Roman legions through Syria has 
already been discussed (see Chapter 2), but Syrians and Antiochenes were also recruited into 
their ranks, particularly as auxiliaries.1224 The trade in eastern goods, which had existed before 
Roman annexation (see above), is well known among the literary and archaeological sources. 
Incorporating the Near East into the same governmental system as the rest of the Mediterranean 
                                                           
1222 Solin 1983, provides one of the most complete demographic studies of Syrians in the western Roman world. The 
study is predominately based upon epigraphic evidence.   
1223 Bowersock 1994, pp. 143-147, 155, 187-189. See also Solin 1983, pp. 666-670.  
1224 On the Roman army within Syria, see Kennedy 1996; Isaac 1990; Pollard 2000; Butcher 2003, pp. 411-415. For 
the evidence on Syrian soldiers, see Solin 1983, pp. 671-672; Kennedy 1989. For Antiochene recruits in particular, 
see Kennedy 1989, p. 244. 
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may have increased opportunities for Syrian merchants.1225 Epigraphic evidence shows these 
merchants did move “all over the Roman world.”1226 Noy’s collection of inscriptions from Rome 
reveals the migration of Syrians to the city during the imperial period for military, civilian, and 
religious purposes. These inscriptions include an Antiochene banker in partnership with a 
Phrygian and an Antiochene athlete competing in the Capitoline games.1227   
 This movement of people did not coincide with the western circulation of Antiochene 
coins, but it perhaps explains why Antiochene coins occasionally appear outside of the Levant 
and Asia Minor. For the Roman imperial period before the third century CE, seven bronze 
Antiochene coin finds appear scattered within greater Greece and the western empire (ill. 
10.3).1228 These finds range in date from the late first century BCE through possibly the reign of 
Antoninus Pius and include both provincial and civic coins.1229 Compared to the finds of the 
previous centuries, these coins extend past Achaea into Lusitania and Britannia. Even though 
none of these coins could have acted as currency in these places so far from Syria, the fact that 
four and possibly five of the seven coins are provincial SC types may speak to the greater 
accessibility of these coins to foreign travelers or possibly western soldiers stationed in Syria 
during the later Roman imperial period. 
 
 
 
                                                           
1225 See Young 2001, pp. 14-26; Sartre 2005, pp. 39-40, 240-241, 264-267; Bowersock 1994, pp. 184-186; Butcher 
2003, p. 186; Pollard 2000, pp. 207-210. 
1226 Butcher 2003, p. 186. 
1227 Noy 2000, pp. 116, 120, 234-245, 318-321; see also Sartre 2005, p. 274-275. 
1228 Edwards 1933, nos. 464-465; D. R. Walker 1988, pp. 314-316; Kroll 1993, no. 996; Faria 1991-1992, no. 27.  
1229 Walker was unsure of the attribution of the provincial coin at Bath to the reign of Antoninus Pius.  
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Illustration	  10.3:	  Finds	  of	  Antiochene	  coinage	  dated	  to	  the	  Roman	  imperial	  period	  before	  the	  third	  century	  CE	  in	  the	  
central	  and	  western	  Roman	  Empire.	  	  
Territory	   Site	   Date	  of	  Minting	   Metal	   Type	   Quantity	  
Achaea	   Corinth	   undated	   bronze	   civic	   1	  
Achaea	   Corinth	   27	  BCE-­‐14	  CE	   bronze	   civic	   1	  
Achaea	   Athens	   117-­‐138	  CE	   bronze	   provincial	  SC	   1	  
Lusitania	   Idanha-­‐a-­‐Velha	   96-­‐98	  CE	   bronze	   provincial	  SC	   1	  
Britannia	   Bath	   98-­‐117	  CE	   bronze	   uncertain	   1	  
Britannia	   Bath	   117-­‐138	  CE	   bronze	   provincial	  SC	   1	  
Britannia	   Bath	   138-­‐161	  CE?	   bronze	   provincial	  SC	   1	  
 
 The agency of Roman soldiers provides a reasonable explanation for the provincial 
bronze at Bath, although the rationale is rather circuitous. In his publication of the finds from 
Bath, Walker tentatively attributed to Antioch’s mint twenty orichalcum SC issues dating to the 
reign of Trajan. Based upon their “frequent” appearance in northern Europe, Walker believed the 
“imperial government itself” moved this body of coin from Antioch for circulation through 
Germany, Gaul, and Britannia.1230 Walker’s hypothesis predates the study by Carradice and 
Cowell (1987), which reattributed these issues to the mint at Rome for circulation within Syria 
(see Chapter 3).  
Nevertheless, marks on the coins suggest that they did travel from the Near East all the 
way to Britannia. At least one of the coins from Bath bears the countermark of a bucranium, 
which Howgego attributes to the East.1231 Other coins of the same type and countermark found 
outside of Bath occasionally bear a laurel leaf from Antioch as well. This second countermark 
also appears on provincial SC bronzes minted at Antioch and ranging in date from Nerva to 
                                                           
1230 D. R. Walker 1988, pp. 289-290. Walker counted at least 72 specimens from Britannia, Germany, Luxembourg, 
Austria, Normandy, and Gaul. His attempts to calculate the original population of coin from this number are suspect, 
as at least 37 of these coins come from a single hoard. Butcher 2004, p. 174, does allow the possibility that “their 
very Roman style, and Latin legends, may have encouraged their acceptance in the west, yet their size and shape 
makes them distinctly different from regular Roman asses. Perhaps, if they were issued primarily for military use, 
legislation could permit soldiers bringing them to the west to use them there.” 
1231 Howgego 1985, no. 294. 
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Hadrian (96-138 CE).1232 Both the countermarks and the spread of the orichalcum coins led both 
Butcher and Howgego to tie them to Roman soldiers who came back to the West after serving in 
the Near East.1233 It is possible that the similarity of the Antiochene provincial SC coins to the 
orichalcum issues of the Roman military allowed the former to piggyback with the latter as 
soldiers moved west.1234  
 
Severan Period (193-235 CE) 
 The Antiochene coin finds dating to the Severan period represent a more puzzling group. 
Six coins in total have been attributed to the mint at Antioch, but this includes a provincial 
bronze dating to Macrinus found in Corinth, a provincial tetradrachm dating to Elagabalus from 
Bath, and four denarii dating to Severus Alexander from Vindonissa (Belgica), Haltonchesters 
(Britannia), and Athens (Achaea).1235 The bronze coin and the tetradrachm definitely originated 
from Antioch, though the bronze coin is of a “rare” type depicting the bust of Diadumenian 
along with the traditional SC.1236 Both it and the silver tetradrachm from the excavations at Bath 
are unusual finds within the greater assemblage. Walker labeled the tetradrachm one of several 
“mere freaks, probably souvenirs brought back by travellers.”1237 The bronze coin found at 
Corinth may also fit into this category. 
 The silver denarii dated to the reign of Severus Alexander are more confusing, partially 
because of questions raised about their attribution to Antioch. Severus Alexander did spend time 
within the city of Antioch readying for a battle against the Persians before turning back to the 
                                                           
1232 Butcher 2004, pp. 358-359, 411.  
1233 Howgego 1985, no. 294; Butcher 2004, p. 174.  
1234 A comparable situation has been proposed by Eshel, Zissu, and Barkay 2009, for the presence of Bar Kokhba 
coins at Roman military sites in Europe. 
1235 Edwards 1933, no. 466; D. R. Walker 1988, p. 320; Pekáry 1971, nos. 219-220; Casey and Brickstock 2010, no. 
47; Thompson 1954, no. 249.  
1236 McAlee 2007, pp. 278-282, nos. 735-743. 
1237 D. R. Walker 1988, p. 289.  
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western empire, but this is not a sufficient reason to tie the coins to Antioch’s mint.1238 As 
mentioned earlier, Butcher argues that the lack of stylistic resemblance between the Antiochene 
bronzes and these presumed Antiochene denarii calls into question any imperial minting within 
the city at this time (see Chapter 3).1239 In any case, the period assemblages in which these 
denarii were found contain predominately coins from the mint at Rome.   
 The hoard evidence is equally difficult to interpret for the Severan period, once again 
because of the debate over coin attributions. Hoards with coins definitively from the mint at 
Antioch are absent from this region as in the previous period. However, this is partially based 
upon the false notion that due to the punishment of Antioch by Septimius Severus, no mint 
operated within the city until 202 CE (see Chapter 5). Eastern silver issues found in a few hoards 
of the western Mediterranean are instead attributed to Emesa or Laodicea.  
If Butcher is right in reassigning these coins to Antioch, Antiochene imperial issues may 
have arrived in Britannia as early as the Severan period and represent 16% and 17% in two 
individual hoards.1240 This could signal the beginning of a change from previous centuries. 
However, these percentages are still only from two deposits and may differ little from the 
miscellaneous change found elsewhere.  
 
Later Third Century CE (236-283 CE) 
 The transformation of Antioch in the later third century CE to a regular imperial mint at 
first appears to alter the pattern of finds in the rest of the empire. A total of 128 Antiochene silver 
and billon coins were found through excavation in the area covered by this chapter. Only one 
coin is definitely not an antoninianus: a tetradrachm found at Athens dating to the reign of 
                                                           
1238 Downey 1961, pp. 251-252.  
1239 Butcher 2004, p. 109.  
1240 Butcher 2004, pp. 98-108; Howgego 1996, pp. 219-230, esp. p. 225. 
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Volusian (252-254 CE).1241 This upswing in quantity is somewhat misleading as 117 of these 
coins come from the sizeable assemblage at Athens. The other eleven antoniniani from Antioch 
are only trace finds appearing at Corinth (3 coins), Nicopolis ad Istrum (1 coin), Cosa (1 coin), 
Reims (3 coins), Bath (2 coins), and Conimbriga (1 coin). The involvement of the Antiochene 
mint in a wider imperial currency trend is the best explanation for the presence of the antoniniani 
at these sites, but the minimal amounts suggest that regional factors still limited circulation from 
the Near East into the West.  
The hoard evidence may indicate a stronger break in the pattern of previous centuries, but 
it is difficult to quantify the presence of Antiochene coins in this mix because of the problem of 
attribution. For instance, three recently discovered hoards from Reims dating to the mid-third 
century CE contain a handful of both denarii and antoniniani attributed to the mint at Antioch 
(ill. 10.4) and others from the East. The attribution of five denarii of Elagabalus and Severus 
Alexander to the Antiochene mint is less certain, if the concerns of Butcher mentioned above are 
correct.1242 Two antoniniani dating to the reign of Gordian III can safely be attributed to the mint 
at Antioch, but hardly outweigh the majority of the finds from the mint at Rome or other western 
production sites.1243  
Illustration	  10.4:	  Antiochene	  coins	  within	  three	  hoards	  from	  Reims.	  See	  Doyen	  (2008),	  453-­‐504.	  
	   Tresor	  E	   Tresor	  F	   Tresor	  G	  
Contents	   310	  coins	   74	  coins	   280	  coins	  
Denomination	   denarii	  and	  antoniniani	   denarii	  and	  antoniniani	   denarii	  and	  antoniniani	  
Date	  Range	   191-­‐258	  CE	  
123-­‐258	  CE	  	  
(majority	  204-­‐258	  CE)	  
73-­‐258	  CE	  	  
(majority	  194-­‐258	  CE)	  
Burial	  Date	   mid-­‐third	  century	  CE	   mid-­‐third	  century	  CE	   mid-­‐third	  century	  CE	  
Antiochene	  coins	   4	  denarii?	   1	  denarius?	   2	  antoniniani	  
%	  Antiochene	   1.3%	   1.4%	   0.7%	  
 
                                                           
1241 Kroll 1993, no. 997.  
1242 Doyen 2008, pp. 453-504. See nos. E190, E215-217; F29.  
1243 Doyen 2008, nos. G128-129.  
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 Howgego combed single publications of hoards from throughout the West and found 
greater evidence for the increased presence of eastern-minted coins within hoards of the third 
century CE.1244 For instance, silver minted for Septimius Severus represents between 0%-15% of 
western hoards buried before 230 CE, but between 25%-50% of hoards buried after 240 CE. 
Eastern coins minted during the later third century CE show a less dramatic increase, but still 
account for as high as 14% of the hoard contents. Howgego hesitated in attributing the 
movement of this eastern coinage to any one agent, but instead proposed that coins “moved over 
a period of time” through a mixture of “multiple transfers of military personnel, the recycling of 
coin through taxes and rents, or trade.”  
To what extent Antiochene coins were a part of this trend is uncertain. Many of the 
publications Howgego refers to are unclear about which eastern mint produced the hoard finds. 
The only certain attribution to Antioch are antoniniani from the reign of Gordian III, which 
Howgego measures as representing between 1%-14% of the finds from hoards discovered in 
Britannia, France, and Belgium.1245 Because Antioch’s production of antoniniani from the reign 
of Gordian III through the late third century CE was presumably due to imperial military 
campaigns in the East, it is probable that many of these hoard finds resulted from soldiers 
returning from the East rather than any governmental initiative to circulate Antiochene coins in 
the West.1246  
 
Late Antiquity (284-423 CE) 
 If the finds of Antiochene coinage in the West in the earlier periods must be interpreted 
cautiously, coins dating to Late Antiquity provide a definitive break in the distribution pattern. A 
                                                           
1244 Howgego 1994, p. 15; Howgego 1996, pp. 221-230. 
1245 See Howgego 1996, p. 226.  
1246 Bland 2012, pp. 526-527.  
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total of 591 coins minted at Antioch during the late antique period appear at thirteen of the 
twenty excavations west of Asia Minor. The vast majority of these coins are billon and base 
metals (see below), but one gold coin was also found at Reims.1247 These Antiochene coins 
represent on average 6% of the finds identifiable by mint (ill. 10.5). Some of the total late 
antique assemblages are too small to be considered noteworthy (e.g., Cyrene, Sabratha), but the 
overall pattern of quantities and territorial span suggests a definite albeit relatively minimal 
presence of Antiochene coins throughout the West.1248  
Illustration	  10.5:	  Comparison	  of	  late	  antique	  billon	  and	  base	  metal	  coins	  minted	  at	  Antioch	  compared	  to	  total	  coins	  
found	  in	  western	  territories	  and	  identifiable	  by	  mint.	  One	  gold	  coin	  from	  Reims	  also	  originated	  from	  Antioch,	  but	  
the	  total	  finds	  could	  not	  be	  quantified.	  	  	  
Territory	   Site	   Antiochene	   Period	  Total	   %	  Antioch	  
Lusitania	   Augusta	  Emerita	   137	   c.	  799	   17%	  
Cyrenaica	   Cyrene	   1	   9	   11%	  
Africa	  Proconsularis	   Carthage	   8	   c.	  107	   7.5%	  
Italia	   Cosa	   2	   29	   6.9%	  
Italia	   Ordona	   3	   c.	  47	   6.4%	  
Africa	  Proconsularis	   Sabratha	   1	   17	   5.9%	  
Tarraconensis	   Segobriga	   3	   c.	  58	   5.2%	  
Achaea	   Athens	   294	   c.	  5,857	   5%	  
Achaea	   Corinth	   50	   c.	  1,220	   4.1%	  
Dacia	   Histria	   5	   c.	  139	   3.6%	  
Lusitania	   Conimbriga	   85	   c.	  2,438	   3.5%	  
Raetia	   Vindonissa	   1	   c.	  819	  	   1.2%	  
Thrace	   Nicopolis	  ad	  Istrum	   1	   c.	  187	   0.5%	  
 
 The higher percentage of Antiochene coin finds at Augusta Emerita – a former Roman 
colony turned provincial capital – stands out from this mix. Among coin finds of the late antique 
period, Antiochene coins represent 17% of the approximate 799 coins identifiable by mint or 
9.6% of all 1,450 coins. By the latter calculation, Antiochene coins outnumber those from the 
mint at Arelatum (8.4%), Rome (4.7%), Nicomedia (7.3%), and Constantinople (8.3%).1249 The 
                                                           
1247 Doyen 2008, p. 623, no. 9.  
1248 See Fulford 1978, pp. 85-86, 92, 95, 97-101, 103, 105; Howgego 1994, p. 13; Duncan-Jones 1994, p. 172.    
1249 See Velázquez Jiménez 1983, p. 165.  
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percentage of Antiochene coins varies as to the issue, but eastern coinage on the whole 
outweighs western coinage especially after 393 CE.  
On the one hand, such a high level of Antiochene coin finds may be a fluke of the 
assemblage. Velázquez Jiménez believes many of the unidentifiable coins originated from 
western imperial mints.1250 On the other hand, according to Kent’s survey of bronze circulation 
during the late antique period, more than 22% of coin finds in the Iberian Peninsula originated 
from the Levant. Sites in North Africa and Corsica registered a similarly high percentage of 
eastern Mediterranean coin finds.1251 The contributing factor to a greater presence of eastern 
finds seems to be the lack of a provincial mint in these regions during the fourth century CE. 
Unlike more northern regions of the West, which relied on local imperial mints, these southern 
Mediterranean regions relied upon external mints for their numismatic needs. This was 
especially the case after the mint established at Carthage by Diocletian was transferred elsewhere 
during the early fourth century CE.1252 The finds from these sites suggest that mints like Rome 
and Arles provided the primary supply of coins, but the mints of the eastern Mediterranean were 
also important.1253  
To what extent the movement of eastern coins resulted from patterns of circulation or 
governmental edict remains unclear. The homogenization of the late Roman currency system 
rendered all coins equal, which could have encouraged greater mixing of different numismatic 
pools.1254 Then again, as Hendy comments, “fiscal and military factors” continued to play a role 
in both the production and distribution of coins during the late Roman Empire. For instance, 
multiple mints might be clustered in an area specifically to meet the demands of nearby military 
                                                           
1250 Velázquez Jiménez 1983, p. 166. 
1251 See also the hoard evidence in King 1979, pp. 83-84.  
1252 See Hendy 1985, p. 289; King 1979, p. 82.  
1253 Kent 1981, pp. 91-95.  
1254 See Howgego 1994, p. 14. On the mixing of gold coin, see Howgego 1994, pp. 19-20.   
  366 
operations.1255 The fact that certain assemblages from the West reveal a strongly regional 
currency pool may stem from active involvement of the government as much as from local 
availability.1256 Either way, the quantifiable appearance of Antiochene coins in the West is a 
marked departure from earlier periods.   
 
Conclusions 
This regional study of Antiochene coin finds in sites and hoards west of the greater 
Levant and Asia Minor reflects a divide between eastern and western currency pools for much of 
antiquity. During the earlier centuries, the coins bear witness to the movement of individual 
travelers and traders between the eastern and western empire. The pattern may begin to change 
already in the Severan period as Antioch transformed into an imperial mint, but Antiochene finds 
are still minimal. Hoard evidence from the third century CE does indicate more eastern coins 
moved west, which breaks the trend of the previous centuries. It is difficult, however, to gauge 
the contribution of Antioch’s mint.  
Despite earlier uncertainty, the integration of Antioch into the Roman Empire becomes 
clear in the late antique period. By this point, Antioch had become another cog in the imperial 
machine. It is noteworthy, but perhaps less surprising that Antiochene coins of this period appear 
in such distant regions as the Iberian Peninsula on the western end of the Mediterranean.         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
1255 Hendy 1985, p. 289.  
1256 See Duncan-Jones 1994, p. 172; Howgego 1994, pp. 12ff.  
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Chapter 11: Final Results and Conclusions 
 If the numismatic evidence from these regional studies is considered as a whole, the 
distribution of Antiochene coin finds from both excavations and hoards reveals the general 
reorientation of Antioch from the eastern Seleucid kingdom as it was first made into a provincial 
Roman center in Syria and then integrated into the wider western empire during Late Antiquity. 
During the Hellenistic period, coins minted at Antioch for the Seleucid government spread from 
Asia Minor deep into the eastern reaches of their kingdom. After Antioch was taken over by the 
Romans, the find spots of Antiochene coins – mostly civic and provincial – significantly contract 
into the borders of Syria. Finally, during the late antique period when Antioch minted 
exclusively for the Roman imperial government, the finds reach all the way to the western 
Mediterranean.   
Such a pattern skims the surface of the evidence. The coin finds actually provide a more 
refined and connected history of Antioch’s transformation under the Roman Empire. To better 
understand that history, this final chapter first summarizes the full distribution pattern of each of 
the four categories of coin identified in Chapter 3: central, civic, provincial silver, and provincial 
SC bronze. A slightly different arrangement from Chapter 3 is presented here in order to 
highlight the change that occurs within the distribution pattern of each category during the 
Roman imperial period. Once again, the distribution of these coins within Google Earth and the 
percentages in which they appear are understood to indicate what was likely used as currency 
during a particular period and what moved due to other factors. In many ways, the patterns of the 
different categories reinforce what was anticipated, that civic coins circulated locally, provincial 
coins circulated regionally, and central coins circulated widely. That said, this project has 
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revealed key exceptions to this pattern, which challenge certain previous assumptions in 
scholarship.  
 Once these distribution patterns are fully established, consideration of the questions 
posed in Chapters 1 and 2 can commence using each coin category to represent a different level 
of governmental involvement in the city of Antioch: the influence wielded by Antioch’s own city 
government, the regional or provincial authorities within Roman Syria, and the central state of 
the Seleucid and Roman Empires. What immediate and long-term effects did Roman annexation 
have on Antioch and within the wider region? Was the city initially left to manage its own 
internal operations or can an immediate change be found? Did the city claim the same autonomy 
as other cities of the region? How did the various manifestations of the Roman state – emperor, 
imperial court, provincial officials, and military – interact with the Antiochenes? How did 
increasing focus on Antioch as an imperial center affect Antioch? Was this attention to the 
advantage or disadvantage of the citizens?  
 
The Distribution of Central Coins 
 The first pattern to consider is that of the bronze, silver, and billon coins produced at 
Antioch, but issued by the central states of the Seleucid kings and the Roman emperors. In 
theory, these coins had value as currency throughout the wider empire as they were guaranteed 
by the central state rather than by a provincial subsection or civic government. The pattern 
nevertheless shows that other factors also played a role in the distribution of these coin finds and, 
through analogy, their circulation as currency. In the following sections, the Hellenistic finds are 
considered first followed by the finds from the Roman Empire.   
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 During the Hellenistic period from the reign of Antiochus III to the early first century 
BCE, both silver and bronze coins produced at Antioch and issued by the central Seleucid state 
appear in a wide geographical area throughout the East. This includes hoards and excavation 
finds from Asia Minor, through Syria and the southern Levant, and far into Mesopotamia and the 
eastern reaches of the kingdom. Antiochene coin finds are not evenly distributed within this 
span, but appear in two distinct concentrations.  
The highest concentration of Antiochene coin finds appears in Syria. Among the mostly 
bronze site finds, Antiochene coins represent 85.5% of the period assemblage at Antioch, 74.6% 
of the Syrian average, and 86.5% of the assemblage at Dura-Europos. Among the mostly silver 
hoards, the strongest percentages of Antiochene tetradrachms again appear in Syria and seem to 
increase over time. From less than 20% of the contents of individual hoards, the percentage of 
Antiochene silver coins rises to 30%-50%+. 
Antiochene coins appear outside this concentration, but in more modest quantities. The 
mostly bronze excavation finds reveal a significant presence of Antiochene coins at Cilicia 
(25.9%) and in the southern Levant (17.7%), but the percentages are far lower in Asia Minor 
(1.2%) and Cyprus (0.6%). Only a handful of finds appear at Susa and Seleucia on the Tigris. 
Silver tetradrachms from Antioch again represent between 2%-20% of individual hoards from 
this outer circle with the exception of the southern Levant, where few Antiochene tetradrachms 
appear.1257  
 As all Seleucid regal coinage was theoretically legal tender throughout the empire, the 
appearance of two tiers in the distribution of both silver and bronze Antiochene coinage must be 
addressed.1258 One explanation lies in the distribution of official mints for the Seleucid empire. 
                                                           
1257 See Butcher 2004, pp. 180-181; Butcher 2012, p. 474. 
1258 Mørkholm 1984, p. 104.  
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Aperghis suggests that the Seleucids established major and minor mints in particular regions to 
ensure enough currency existed to “fuel the administrative-payment-tax-collection style.”1259 By 
all indications, Antioch was the major mint of at least northern Syria, which explains why 
Antiochene coins appear at such strong percentages in the region. Regions beyond Syria had 
their own mints. For example, major mints like Tarsus in Cilicia and Seleucia on the Tigris in 
Mesopotamia fulfilled regional needs in both bronze and silver. Royal mints in Phoenicia even 
temporarily minted Seleucid silver on the Ptolemaic standard rather than the Attic standard either 
to respect “local preference” or encourage cross-border exchange.1260 Both supply and 
denominational factors could therefore limit the circulation of Antiochene coins.   
 The open currency system of the Seleucids also affected the proportions in which 
Antiochene silver coins appear. A bronze coin might not travel far from its mint, hence the high 
percentages around Antioch.1261 A silver coin did travel widely in both public and private 
exchange, and the open currency system provided alternative sources of silver coinage than just 
from the official Seleucid mints.1262 According to Aperghis’ examination of Hellenistic hoards, 
the overall presence of Seleucid silver regularly varies between 0%-90% within the empire 
depending on the area and date. For example, as discussed in Chapter 9, the presence of Seleucid 
silver in hoards from Asia Minor remains under 30% presumably because of the many local 
issues and coins from neighboring kingdoms circulating within the region.1263  
If other sources of coins limited the primary circulation of Antiochene coins to the 
borders of Syria, what would cause these issues to move beyond this area of concentration? Part 
                                                           
1259 Aperghis 2004, pp. 236, 245; see Mørkholm 1984, pp. 93-97; Houghton 2012, p. 247. See also Seleucid Coins 
I.1, pp. xxv-xxvi. 
1260 See Mørkholm 1984, pp. 93-95; Mørkholm 1991, pp. 113-127; Houghton 2012, pp. 235-240; Duyrat 2015, p. 
368.  
1261 See Hobley 1998, who demonstrated the limited movement of imperial Roman bronze in the western empire. 
See also Butcher 2004, p. 18, n. 44.  
1262 Aperghis 2004, pp. 220-223.  
1263 Aperghis 2004, pp. 228-234; Houghton 2012, pp. 235-240.  
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of the explanation certainly extends from the guarantee of these regal issues as legal tender 
throughout the empire and the lack of enforced limits to their movement through regular 
exchange and trade. In addition, the inherent value of the silver coins would have encouraged 
their wide dispersal, especially in regions further east of Syria.1264 Scholars have also highlighted 
the agency of the military in spreading Antiochene coins into areas beyond Syria. For instance, 
Chapter 9 proposed that the military campaigns of Antiochus III brought both Antiochene bronze 
and silver coins into Asia Minor. 
 From the end of the second century BCE into the first century BCE, Antioch and its mint 
became increasingly important to the Seleucid state. Other royal mints disappeared when 
different governments took over the region, and the cities within Syria turned to producing civic 
coins for themselves.1265 By this point, as Duyrat writes, the distribution of coin finds indicates 
“the Near East goes from an empire-wide open circulation to a more fragmented one.”1266 
Although central silver coins from Antioch continue to appear east of Syria in Parthian territory, 
Chapter 7 argued this distribution stemmed both from the intrinsic value of the coins and their 
compatibility with Parthian issues. For the most part, Seleucid coins produced at Antioch stay 
within Syria until the empire finally fell in the middle of the first century BCE. 
Following the end of the Seleucid government and the annexation of Antioch into the 
Roman Empire, a lacuna appears in finds of Antiochene coins minted for the central state. As 
discussed earlier, Antioch minted silver denarii for the central Roman state under Vespasian and 
Hadrian, but only one denarius of Titus was found in the hoards and excavation reports.1267 As 
these issues had an express military purpose, it is possible that these coins were shipped outside 
                                                           
1264 See Mørkholm 1984, p. 104; Aperghis 2004, pp. 221-222. 
1265 See Houghton 2012, pp. 249-250; Aperghis 2004, p. 232.  
1266 Duyrat 2015, p. 375. 
1267 CH VII 234; see RIC1 II, p. 314. 
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Syria and then reabsorbed by the imperial government to produce newer issues.1268 It is also 
conceivable that these coins disappeared because they were overstruck, as happened during the 
Bar Kokhba revolt (see Chapter 8). 
 Silver denarii minted at Antioch first appear among the finds during the Severan period. 
The finds are few and obscured by a debate over their attribution, but it is significant that they 
appear both in the Near East at Dura-Europos and in western Europe. Their presence in both 
directions from Antioch is best explained by their presumptive purpose as pay for the Roman 
military. Once brought to an area, these imperially issued coins presumably circulated among the 
general population.1269 Despite the small numbers, these finds represent the emergence of a trend 
wherein the central Roman state increased its reliance on the mint at Antioch.  
 Indeed, the mint at Antioch next produced billon antoniniani from the reign of Gordian 
III to the end of the third century CE. These coins appear as both excavation finds and within 
hoards. Although their primary purpose may have been directed at the needs of the central 
government, their dissemination and growing proportions in assemblages throughout the eastern 
Mediterranean suggest these coins also made their way into the wider currency pool.1270 
Antiochene antoniniani represent 50.4% of the later third century CE excavation assemblage at 
Antioch, 45.8% of the Syrian average, 35.4% of the average from the southern Levant, 20.4% in 
the Cypriot average, and 3.4% in Western Asia Minor. These percentages of central coins are not 
as high as during the Hellenistic period, as civic and provincial issues still circulated during this 
time. The distribution pattern of the antoniniani nevertheless connects the separate eastern 
regions in a different pattern than had existed under the Seleucid government. In other words, the 
                                                           
1268 See Butcher 2004, pp. 95-96, 192-195. 
1269 See Howgego 1996.  
1270 See Bland 2012, pp. 515-521, 526-527; Harl 1996, pp. 129-135; Howgego 1994, pp. 15-16. 
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fact that the whole of the East was under one empire instead of multiple Hellenistic kingdoms 
made a difference in the distribution of central coins.     
 The distribution pattern of central coins minted at Antioch during the late antique period 
reveals the last stage in the development of the empire. Antiochene billon and bronze coins 
appear throughout the entire Levant including Egypt and Asia Minor and as far west as the 
Iberian Peninsula. Coins produced at Antioch during the late Roman Empire had an equal value 
to other coins of the empire, due to a unified currency system produced at central mints. As in 
the Hellenistic period, however, coins from Antioch’s mint are not represented in even 
proportions throughout the empire. Where reliable numbers could be gathered from excavations, 
Antiochene coins represent 66.2% at Antioch, 52.6% in Syria, 23.7% in the southern Levant, 
32.1% at Cyprus, 8.6% in Western Asia Minor, 5.0% at Athens, and between 0%-17% at 
individual sites from the western Roman Empire. The strongest representation is clearly from the 
Near East, but the presence of these coins far into the West is evident.  
Although recognizing that “very little is known of the principles underlying the supply 
and distribution of coin in the later Roman Empire,” King’s examination of hoards buried 
between c. 300-350 CE revealed strong regional patterns based upon mint. For example, coins 
from the mint at London predominate British hoards; following the mint’s closure, coins from 
Trier and Lyon regularly appear. In Italian hoards, most coins originated from centrally located 
European mints. The majority of coins within Egyptian hoards came from the mint at 
Alexandria. Exceptions to this rule include the average 6-8% of Roman-minted coins within 
Egyptian hoards or the many coins from the mint at Carthage in Gaulish hoards. King reasons 
this pattern can be explained by direct infusions of non-local coins by the central government 
into areas of need, the natural movement of coins through trade, or the transport of coins by 
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soldiers. The evidence so far cannot single out any one factor.1271 The movement of Antiochene 
coins in the late antique period could therefore equally be due to trade, military, or direct action 
by the state. All the same, the pattern of coin distribution during this period shows a greater level 
of connectivity throughout the Mediterranean than had ever existed before.        
Overall, the distribution pattern of central coins from Antioch during both the Hellenistic 
and later Roman periods is a strong indicator of the city’s integration into the Seleucid and 
Roman Empires. In the Hellenistic period, Antioch’s use as an important regional mint evolved 
into its role as the sole central mint of the Syrian empire. Antioch’s mint did not again serve in 
this capacity to the same degree until Late Antiquity. What happens in between these bookends 
is instrumental to understanding how Antioch weathered the transition from one empire to the 
other.  
 
The Distribution of Silver Provincial Coins  
 The distribution of silver provincial tetradrachms minted at Antioch provides the first 
clue of this transition. As argued in Chapter 3, these coin finds are especially valuable for 
examining change in the Roman imperial period because of their strong link to the previous 
Seleucid government. Unfortunately, this pattern proved the most difficult to reconstruct because 
of the almost exclusive dependency on the publication of hoards (see Chapter 4). This project 
was also not designed as an exhaustive study of all hoards found, but only those where 
Antiochene coins were present.1272 Nevertheless, a few comments bear repeating here concerning 
the overall distribution of silver Antiochene coins.     
                                                           
1271 King 1979; see also Hendy 1985, pp. 289-304. 
1272 See also Butcher 2004, pp. 180-185; Butcher 1996, p. 104-107. 
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 First, finds of Antiochene silver tetradrachms of the Roman imperial period appear 
almost exclusively within the Levant and broader limits of Syria. Care must be taken because so 
little coin evidence of any kind was retrieved north of Syria, but Antiochene tetradrachms are 
definitely absent in western Asia Minor, Egypt, and further west for the majority of the High 
Empire.1273 Similarly, silver coins from Asia Minor and Egypt are minimal finds within the 
greater boundaries of Syria.1274  
This pattern matches a larger trend. Howgego writes,  
Like the coinage of Egypt, the local-style silver coinage of Asia, Cappadocia, and Syria 
were purely regional. It is easy to show this is a consequence of their distinct 
denominational systems, rather than economic isolation… We do not know in general 
whether the regionalism of local-style silver coinages was a consequence of regulation, or 
merely of tradition.1275 
 
It probably goes too far to call Syria, as Katsari has, a “closed currency system.”1276 However, 
the regionalization of silver in the Roman east does demonstrate a definite departure from the 
previous wider distribution of Seleucid tetradrachms. The circulation of Antiochene tetradrachms 
had already started to constrict at the end of the Hellenistic period, but the fact that their 
circulation remains bounded within the territorial limits of Syria during the Roman imperial 
period reveals an important reinforcement of these eastern divisions.    
 An important change to these boundaries hints at further Roman manipulation of coin 
circulation. Antiochene tetradrachms initially circulated in northern Syria and possibly further 
east in Mesopotamia through the first century BCE. The continued production of civic silver at 
Tyre possibly provided a denominational or a preference barrier to the circulation of Antiochene 
                                                           
1273 See Butcher 2004, pp. 181-182; Katsari 2011, p. 187. 
1274 Cf. Meshorer 2001, p. 138: Meshorer suggests a greater circulation of coins from Asia Minor and Cappadocia 
within the southern Levant, but gives little proof for his statement.  
1275 Howgego 1994, p. 11; Howgego 1995, p. 102; Butcher 1996, p. 101; Butcher 2004, pp. 181-182; Harl 1996, p. 
106.  
1276 Katsari 2011, pp. 187-189. 
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silver further south (see Chapter 8).1277 This changed during the reign of Nero, when Antiochene 
tetradrachms were switched to a Tyrian standard and type, and the mint at Tyre stopped 
producing silver. Butcher has argued that these changes prompted the circulation of Antiochene 
tetradrachms within Phoenicia and the southern Levant. If the evidence is weak for the end of the 
first century CE, the hoards from the second century CE do reveal the distribution of Antiochene 
coins to the south alongside other Syrian issues, Roman denarii, and a few other silver issues 
from the East. Roman annexation of the region therefore appears to have increased the 
circulation of Antiochene silver coins.1278     
 It is probable that the Roman bureaucracy orchestrated these changes. Within the diverse 
currency pool of the Near East, the tetradrachms acted as a bridge between local bronze and the 
denominations of the Roman state for substantial transactions within the public and private 
sectors (see Chapter 3).1279 Keeping an eastern type in circulation alongside the denarius rather 
than replacing all with Roman coins had the benefit of continuity.1280 Harl writes, “Imperial 
policy…ensured sound, silver money for the East. The traditional appearance of eastern silver 
coins was essential to their acceptance in markets, because provincials viewed ancestral types as 
guarantees of their money’s worth.”1281 The Romans nevertheless streamlined the “chaotic” 
system of silver production in the East by favoring established royal Hellenistic types over civic 
issues. Their focus upon Antioch is especially understandable, because of the city’s well-
established mint as well as the many other reasons that initially attracted the Roman government 
to use Antioch as a provincial center (see Chapter 2). The provincial silver production at Antioch 
therefore highlights one immediate use of the city in the first period after annexation.  
                                                           
1277 Butcher 1996, p. 104.  
1278 Butcher 1996, p. 106.  
1279 RPC I, p. 7; Harl 1996, pp. 98-99, 103; Burnett 1987, p. 38; Katsari 2011, p. 189; Amandry 2012, p. 393; 
Butcher 2012, p. 470; Butcher 2004, pp. 245-253, 257-259; Butcher 2002, p. 147.  
1280 See Prieur and Prieur 2000, pp. i-ii. 
1281 Harl 1996, p. 106. 
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 Antioch retained this important role until the end of the Roman imperial period and the 
ultimate cessation of provincial production in the third century CE. Silver tetradrachms from 
Antioch appear widely in Syria, at least as far east as Dura-Europos, and into the southern 
Levant. Even so, the hand of the Roman government can again be suggested in this later period. 
As noted throughout this project, the hoard evidence for the third century CE reveals an 
increased mixture of silver coins produced at a number of different mints across the Near East. 
Several scholars have linked this expansion to Caracalla’s need for silver coins to pay troops 
stationed in the region. Opening mints in numerous cities spread out the financial burden of their 
production and saved the Roman government from having to transport coins from the West.1282 
A few hoards from Dura and Asia Minor support the military’s use of silver tetradrachms from 
Antioch (see Chapters 7 and 9).  
It is also important to keep in mind the non-military purposes of these coins. Butcher 
argues the issuing periods of the tetradrachms do not generally coincide with periods of warfare, 
but rather to changes in the silver standards “as if the mints were trying to produce as many coins 
as possible on the new standard after the reforms.”1283 Furthermore, as Harl points out, the 
tetradrachms “were entrenched in tax collection and were convenient doubles of the 
antoninianus.”1284 The tetradrachms also had an established role in commercial transactions 
within the Near East. All the same, none of these uses preclude Roman imperial involvement; 
rather, the importance of these coins to the eastern system would recommend Roman interest, 
even at the very end of their production.1285   
     
                                                           
1282 Bellinger 1940, pp. 6-7. See also Butcher 2004, p. 112. 
1283 Butcher 2012, pp. 470-471; Butcher 2004, pp. 253-256. 
1284 Harl 1996, p. 139. 
1285 See Weiss 2005, p. 59. 
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The Distribution of Civic Coins Minted and Issued by Antioch 
 The evolving distribution pattern of Antiochene bronze civic coins over time and space 
provides another clue to the transformation of Antioch under the Romans. From one angle, the 
coins behave in an expected manner for a civic type.1286 As issues of a city government for use 
within city territory, they appear in their greatest proportions among the finds at Antioch and are 
generally not found outside the Levant. That said, their diminishing presence even among the 
finds from Antioch over the course of the Roman period and their sudden revamping in the third 
century CE reveal an important development in the city’s history.  
 Antiochene civic coins make their strongest appearance at more than 90% of the 
assemblage at Antioch in the first century BCE. A few other Syrian cities like Seleucia Pieria 
and Apamea had begun issuing their own coins as the Seleucid government lost control over its 
empire, but their civic issues are minimal finds at Antioch. On the flip side, Antiochene civic 
coins are rare finds among neighboring cities and represent only 9.4% of the assemblage at 
Seleucia Pieria and 17.2% at Hama just south of Apamea. Seleucia Pieria appears to have relied 
upon its own coins and Hama drew upon the coins of Apamea. Sites further to the south show 
only a smattering of Antiochene coins with the exception of Samaria-Sebaste (see Chapter 8). No 
reason exists to challenge Butcher’s hypothesis about the selectivity exercised by civic 
governments over whose coins circulated within their borders. The first century BCE was a time 
of civic independence in the wake of the Seleucid collapse and Roman annexation of the East.  
Although this should be the general case throughout Syria – cities relying on their own 
coins or those of cities closest to them – an unexpected line of relatively high percentages of 
Antioch’s civic issues runs east of the city, along a major communication route towards 
Mesopotamia. As suggested in Chapter 6, the reason for this surprising distribution and, by 
                                                           
1286 See T. B. Jones 1963; Harl 1987, pp. 18-19; Butcher 2003, p. 219; Howgego 1995, pp. 101-102. 
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extension, circulation of Antiochene coins may lie in Antioch’s former prominence as the capital 
of the Seleucid empire. Even though the Romans were strengthening their control of the region, 
perhaps coins boldly printed with Antioch’s name held more weight abroad than coins of other 
cities. 
 This line to the east holds through the early first century CE and even extends westward 
into Seleucia Pieria (25% of the 32 period finds). However, civic coins from Antioch are 
increasingly rare outside of northern Syria, even as single finds. A small quantity appears at 
Apamea and Hama, but none further south. In the second century CE, Antiochene civic coins 
become rare finds even beyond Antioch and show up only in trace amounts in Jerusalem, Dura-
Europos, and Seleucia Pieria. None of these finds suggest strong circulation beyond Antioch. 
Antiochene civic coins represent only 12.2% of the second century CE assemblage, which even 
calls into question the importance of these coins within the city. Around 177 CE, all production 
of civic coinage at Antioch stopped as mint resources appear to have been directed towards 
imperial production (see Chapter 5).  
 The revamping of Antiochene civic coins in the early third century CE seems to have 
improved their status. Civic coins make a stronger showing within the assemblage at Antioch at 
26.7% of the finds dating to the Severan period and 32.8% in the later third century CE. The 
smattering of these hybrid issues outside of the city gives the appearance that their regional 
circulation did not greatly improve. On the other hand, the fact that the hybrid issues represent 
9.3% of the almost 6,000 Severan era coins at Dura-Europos – their highest percentage ever 
within the city – challenges this conclusion. The wider assemblage from Dura reveals an 
appreciable mix of Roman, provincial, and civic coins from across the East, which suggests 
currency regulations on this trading and military frontier were less stringent than elsewhere in the 
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province.1287 Antiochene civic coins therefore moved around Syria during their last century of 
production, but this was arguably secondary to their importance within Antioch itself.  
The overall distribution pattern of Antiochene civic coins suggests that their importance 
to the region and especially to the city decreased throughout the Roman period. Care of course 
must be exercised in such an interpretation. As explained in Chapter 4, the proportion of coin 
finds may indicate patterns of circulation, but trying to reconstruct original production levels of 
these coins is still very speculative. Antioch may have continued minting the same quantity of 
civic coins throughout the Roman imperial period, however intermittent. Old civic coins may 
also have remained in circulation within the city. 
The pattern revealed by the finds is still compelling and leads to two questions: what 
caused the decreasing percentage of Antiochene civic coin finds and did the Antiochenes care? 
The causes of the decreasing percentage of Antiochene civic coins must wait for the following 
section on provincial bronze coin, which had a tremendous impact on both Antioch’s assemblage 
and the distribution pattern of the region. Here, it will suffice to reiterate why changes in the 
civic coins must have mattered to the Antiochenes. 
Although not all Syrian cities continued minting their own coinage under the Romans 
(e.g., Apamea), the city government at Antioch clearly considered it important. Production was 
intermittent, but it does span from the first century BCE through to the very end of all civic and 
provincial coinage in the later third century CE.1288 These coins celebrate the city of Antioch and 
its role as metropolis in addition to other titles gained and lost. The finds from the city tentatively 
suggest the Antiochenes regulated the coins circulating within city limits to the exclusion of 
issues from other cities. In the third century CE, the Antiochenes cared enough about their civic 
                                                           
1287 See Butcher 1993, pp. 108-109. Again, Dura did not produce its own coin during the later Roman occupation. 
1288 For an overview of some of the civic issues, see McAlee 2007, pp. 83-87. McAlee does not use the same 
definition of civic coin as adopted by this study.  
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coinage to improve upon a traditional type. They added the city’s new title of colonia, used a 
larger flan to follow the fashion of other civic coins, and played on the significance of the SC 
(see Chapter 5).1289 Finally, as laid out in Chapter 2, other historical evidence points to the 
Antiochenes’ pride in their regional status, which could be manipulated by the Roman imperial 
government to promote or punish them. 
The Antiochenes might not have cared that their civic coins circulated beyond the borders 
of their territory, but the changing civic climate of the second and third centuries CE underscored 
the internal importance of a city’s own coins. As discussed in Chapter 2, civic life boomed in 
Syria and the greater east during this period. With this came a wave of self-promotion, which 
manifests itself clearly in the skyrocketing number of cities issuing their own civic coinage.1290 
Practical economic concerns might have contributed to this increase, but such motivations do not 
erase the coins’ value as a “crucial means of self-expression” in an escalating competitive civic 
climate.1291 The demonstrated value the Antiochenes attributed to their civic coins would have 
increased in such an environment. In other words, if other cities used civic coins as an outlet for 
self-promotion, the Antiochenes certainly continued to seek it for themselves. Removal or even 
diminished importance of this right in the second century CE was therefore not a trivial change, 
but a significant development in Antioch’s integration into the Roman Empire.      
   
 
 
                                                           
1289 It is unclear whether the city received this title under Caracalla or Elagabalus. The ancient source is Paulus Dig. 
50.15.8.5: Divus antoninus antiochenses colonos fecit salvis tributis. Downey 1961, p. 245, n. 51, argues for 
Caracalla; Butcher 2004, pp. 44, 223, believes Elagabalus. On the larger award of this title throughout the east, see 
Millar 1990, pp. 7-58.   
1290 See T. B. Jones 1963, p. 295; Butcher 1988, p. 19; Burnett 1987, pp. 59-60; Harl 1987, p. 19.    
1291 Harl 1996, pp. 108-117, 136-143, somewhat misses the mark in emphasizing imperially driven civic production. 
See Howgego 1985, pp. 24-29, 88-91; Butcher 2005; Johnston 2012, pp. 455-456, 464-465. 
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The Distribution of Provincial Bronze Coins 
 If the distribution of silver provincial coins from Antioch reveals imperial promotion and 
the pattern of bronze civic coins suggests the opposite, how do the provincial SC bronze coins fit 
into the picture? Unlike the provincial silver tetradrachms and the civic bronze – both of which 
had their precursors in the Seleucid period – the provincial bronze coins minted at Antioch were 
wholly a creation of the Roman imperial period. Scholars have generally argued these coins 
circulated widely and played an important role in the eastern currency system. The evolving 
distribution pattern revealed by this study questions this assumption and necessitates a 
reexamination of these coins.   
 The first claim about the wide circulation of provincial SC coins is common within 
scholarship. For instance, Howgego argues that this coin type dominated the area around Antioch 
and acted as a supplementary coin from “the Taurus mountains to the borders of Egypt.”1292 The 
editors of the RPC comment that these provincial coins have been “found throughout the Levant, 
suggesting that it had a much wider circulation than any local city coinage.”1293 Carradice states, 
“It is reasonable to describe this coinage as the official Roman bronze coinage of the far eastern 
provinces of the Empire.”1294  
This distribution study did not find a significant presence of these coins either to the 
north of Syria or in the southern Levant. Care must be taken for the territory immediately north 
of Syria because of the overall lack of finds, but this is not the case to the south. According to the 
average for the southern Levant, provincial bronze from Antioch only ever rises to 2.6% among 
finds dated to the second century CE. This is only slightly better than the percentages at Cyprus, 
where provincial SC coin finds represent below 2% in the first and second centuries CE. The 
                                                           
1292 Howgego 1985, p. 84. 
1293 RPC II, p. 303. See also Meshorer 2001; Reece 2008, p. 424; Evans 2006, p. 37.  
1294 Carradice 1983, p. 17. 
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noticeable jump to 24.1% on Cyprus during the third century CE is possibly due to special 
circumstances on the island (see Chapter 9).  
This overall pattern indicates that provincial SC coins circulated only within the narrow 
confines of the Syrian province. Like the silver tetradrachms above, traditional coin use patterns 
between regions may have played a role in limiting the circulation of these bronze issues. Both 
the southern Levant and the regions north of Syria had other sources of bronze coinage that were 
not discontinued. It is equally possible that the various levels of government in the region 
regulated where the provincial SC coins circulated.1295 Antiochene provincial SC coins, which do 
appear in these areas, may be tied to their use by the military.   
Labeling the provincial SC coins as specifically Syrian is still only half the story. Butcher 
writes that these issues were “by far the most widely-circulating bronze coinage in Syria until the 
third century A.D.” which “dominate at most of the sites in northern Syria.”1296 These comments 
imply consistency in the distribution pattern and, by analogy, circulation both temporally and 
geographically. The distribution pattern revealed by this study actually reveals an important 
evolution.  
The pattern of coin finds dating to the first century CE indicates an imposed 
regularization or standardization of Syrian bronze coinage through the introduction of the 
provincial SC coin.1297 These issues represent 45.1% of the period assemblage at Antioch and 
40.5% of the Syrian average. More remarkable is the consistency of this percentage at individual 
sites in Syria whose finds could be quantified: 43.8% at Seleucia Pieria, 44.4% at Hama, and 
46.0% at Berytus (where few Antiochene coins had appeared before). Of the combined coin 
                                                           
1295 Butcher 2004, p. 28, n. 24; Grant 1953; Grant 1946, pp. 98-102. See McAlee 2007, p. 12; RPC I, pp. 380-381, 
602-603. 
1296 Butcher 1993, p. 108; Butcher 2004, p. 176. Butcher is a bit more circumspect in later comments (see Bucher 
2004, p. 257).  
1297 Burnett 1987, p. 19. The Roman state was clearly capable of imposing such standardization. See Burnett 2011, 
pp. 8-11. 
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totals for eastern Syrian sites, provincial SC coins represent 13 of the 42 coins. The SC issues 
dating to the first century CE even account for 51.6% of the period assemblage at Dura-Europos, 
but as discussed in Chapter 7, the countermarks on several of these coins suggest an unknown 
portion arrived later at the site through military activity or trade.  
Uncertainty was raised in Chapter 3 over which governmental authority introduced and 
manipulated these coins, but the regularity in the distribution pattern supports the higher 
authority of the Roman bureaucracy rather than the civic government at Antioch. This could 
mean that the mention of the Roman legates’ names on these coins was not simply to date the 
coins, but was actually tied to the governor’s oversight of the issues.1298 The evidence of 
outsourcing, re-melting, and countermarking of the provincial SC coins in the first century CE 
assemblage at Antioch further testify to this higher authority, even as the coins were clearly used 
by both cities and the imperial state.  
In the second and third centuries CE, a divide appears in the pattern of the provincial SC 
coins. The finds at Antioch show a significant increase to 65.1% of coins dating to the second 
century CE and 62.9% of those from the Severan period. Provincial SC issues dating to the later 
third century CE are almost non-existent. In contrast, provincial SC coins represent 26.5% in the 
Syrian average for the second century CE, 17.9% of the Severan period, and 6.3% in the later 
third century CE. The decrease is also apparent at individual sites such as Seleucia Pieria and 
Berytus. At Dura, now a part of Roman Syria, provincial SC coins represent only 13.7% of the 
heterogeneous finds dating to the second century CE and are non-existent for the third century 
CE. Use of provincial SC coins may not have decreased everywhere in Syria, such as at Apamea, 
Hama, and Palmyra.  
                                                           
1298 See Howgego 1985, p. 3. Apparently the countermarks of P. Varus, the legate of Syria in 6-4 BCE, also appear 
on the coins of Laodicea. See also Dąbrowa 1998, pp. 22-23.  
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The possibility remains that first century CE issues continued circulating at these sites 
throughout the entire Roman period, thereby tempering the need for more issues from the mint at 
Antioch. However, at least the stratigraphy of Berytus links the provincial SC coins to first 
century CE deposits and not necessarily later. Furthermore, if the provincial SC issues were a 
generally accepted coin in Syria, why do the finds not show a consistency in their percentages 
over these periods? Why instead do the provincial SC coins increase within Antioch and 
decrease at many other sites in Syria? 
 For the Syrian assemblages, the decrease in the percentages of provincial SC coins 
suggests the Roman government gave up enforcing their standardized coinage and let cities 
decide what coin to use – city, provincial, or otherwise.1299 Some cities without their own mints 
allowed a wide variety of coins to circulate, such as is suggested further east and possibly at 
Apamea and Hama. Civic governments could have brought in provincial SC coins to supplement 
the general mix of currency – as Butcher suggests – or the coins could have arrived through the 
general movement of people.1300 In contrast, cities like Seleucia Pieria and Beirut appear to have 
preferred their own coinage to the provincial SC issues, hence their diminished importance 
among these finds. We could push the evidence a bit farther and propose that the environment of 
increasing civic promotion and competition prompted these cities to filter out all non-local coins 
from currency circulating within city limits.    
 If the diminishing percentages of the provincial SC coins within Syria indicate greater 
autonomy and choice for cities, why does the presence of this same issue increase at Antioch? I 
propose the growing dominance of the provincial coins within the city’s assemblage can be 
linked to the intensified use of Antioch by the Roman state during the second and third centuries 
                                                           
1299 Butcher 2002, pp. 141-151. See also the comparison made by Butcher 2004, pp. 174-175. 
1300 Butcher 2004, pp. 145-146, 256-257.  
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CE. During this time, Roman emperors increasingly occupied the city of Antioch as a 
headquarters for military operations further east (see Chapter 2). It is possible that although the 
provincial SC coins were originally introduced as an attempt to regularize the bronze system in 
Syria, they played a valuable role for the central Roman state as well.   
One clear example of the imperial role played by these provincial coins is tied to the 
active military presence in the region. A soldier’s primary payment came in the form of silver, 
but as Howgego comments, “Silver alone was not adequate for the everyday needs of the 
legionaries, either for transactions within the camps or for their dealings with local 
communities.”1301 Bronze coins were important as well. One supply of bronze coins clearly came 
from Rome itself. At Antioch, these Roman issues are the dominant foreign coin find for the 
second century CE, representing 17% of the entire assemblage. Imperial bronze coin never 
circulated within Syria, however, so the coins could not have had easy transactional use in the 
eastern markets.1302    
A local type was therefore needed. The Roman mint partially met this need by producing 
bronze coins in a provincial SC type.1303 However, it is conceivable that the provincial SC coins 
continued to be produced at Antioch to support the Roman military. After all, the regular 
appearance of legionary countermarks on these coins gives undeniable proof of their importance 
to the army moving around the Levant (see Chapters 5, 7, and 8).1304 As none of these legionary 
marks appear on the finds from Antioch, it is possible that the countermarks were placed on 
                                                           
1301 Howgego 1985, pp. 20-24. 
1302 The exception is on Cyprus, where Roman imperial bronze coins circulated. See Chapter 9.  
1303 See Chapter 3; Carradice and Cowell 1987, pp. 26-50; McAlee 2007, pp. 12-13; Butcher 2004, pp. 85-86, 406-
412. 
1304 See Howgego 1985, p. 23; Howgego 1982, pp. 10-11.   
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these coins outside of the city walls.1305 Still, this does not preclude the military’s dependency on 
the provincial SC coins while wintering within or near Antioch.1306  
 The Roman legions clearly made use of other civic bronze, so why the preference for the 
provincial SC type?1307 From a practical standpoint, because of their introduction in the first 
century CE, these issues did have wider value within the region, even if they were not the 
dominant coin circulating in the second or third centuries CE. The ideological value of 
promoting an anonymous type over a civic issue should also not be ruled out. Perhaps as Antioch 
was increasingly becoming an imperial center, anonymous provincial coins were a better 
investment than one boldly printed with the ethnic of the Antiochenes.  
If the increased percentages of provincial SC coins can be tied to the increased focus of 
the imperial government on Antioch, what was the impact on the civic level? Howgego writes 
that despite the “imperial nature” of the provincial SC coin, “it also functioned as a civic coinage 
for Antioch…How else could one account for the small production of civic coinage from a city 
the size of Antioch?”1308 The problem with this statement is that it implies the Antiochenes 
willingly accepted the decline of their own civic coinage in favor of the provincial SC issues. As 
argued above, civic coins had incredible value to the Antiochenes and it is unlikely that they 
would have embraced the use of provincial SC without some impetus from above. The 
impression that the Antiochenes felt this pressure more strongly than other Syrian cities is yet 
another significant indication of the city’s integration into the Roman Empire.    
 
 
                                                           
1305 Howgego 1985, pp. 17-19. See Butcher 2004, pp. 37-38.   
1306 See Pollard 2000, pp. 59-60, 191-198, 277-279; Millar 1977, pp. 48-50; Isaac 1990, pp. 270-277. Cf. Wheeler 
1996.  
1307 See Ziegler 1996.  
1308 Howgego 1985, p. 84.  
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The Transformation of Antioch 
 Better understanding as to how the distribution of these coins changed over time is an end 
in itself, but each pattern of the different coin types reflects the activity of people and institutions 
within and around Antioch. It therefore remains to consider how these patterns collectively 
contribute to the overarching narrative of the change Roman annexation brought to the city on its 
own, in its region, and in relationship to the overarching empire. The correlation between the 
coin evidence and the larger historical circumstances need further corroboration and analysis, but 
the following discussion represents a start.     
 The narrative begins in the Seleucid period almost a hundred years after Antioch’s 
foundation. Between the reigns of Antiochus III and Antiochus XI (223-91 BCE), Antioch grew 
into its new role as western and eventually sole capital of the Seleucid empire. Seleucid 
dependency on Antioch is first reflected in the increasingly strong concentration of Antiochene 
silver and bronze coins in Syria, which became the center of the empire as territory fell away. 
Seleucid reliance upon Antioch is also reflected in the fact that Antiochene coins sometimes 
reach into Asia Minor, the southern Levant, and further east as the kings attempted to push their 
boundaries outwards.  
Antiochene coin finds equally reflect the nature of the Seleucid central government. 
Although more active in their administration than some scholars have previously allowed (see 
Chapter 2), the Seleucid kings nevertheless relied upon a mixture of different states and 
governmental systems to control their vast territory. Cities like Antioch were clearly used by the 
central state to support itself, but the Seleucid kings did not always directly or firmly control 
each city. This fluid political scheme initially allowed for an open currency system as revealed 
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by the medley of foreign and Seleucid silver coins among which Antiochene tetradrachms 
appear. 
In the end, this loose system of government could not maintain control as portions of the 
empire fell away to other states and dynastic infighting tore apart its core. This breakdown 
opened up the opportunity for what Kosmin has called an “emerging picture…of determined 
civic self-fashioning in the Seleucid colonies,” in which cities established themselves “as a self-
consciously independent site of authority” and “an active and participatory agent in and amid the 
dynastic politics of the kingdom’s decline.”1309 Indeed, the end of the second century BCE and 
the early first century BCE witnessed a wave of Seleucid cities asserting their own identity 
through the minting of autonomous bronze and silver coins.1310 These civic issues often celebrate 
local types, declare autonomy, and use a calendar based upon the date this independence was 
apparently achieved. The distribution pattern in Syria during this time period suggests many of 
these minting cities also began regulating their own internal currency at this time, possibly to the 
point of excluding Seleucid bronze.   
Missing from this period is a similar display of collective identity by the Antiochenes. 
Although textual evidence proves Antioch had also developed internally as a city separate from 
its role as Seleucid capital, the growing fixation on the city by rival Seleucid kings offered little 
opportunity for the citizens to produce their own civic coins. The Antiochenes finally gained this 
right in the late 90s BCE, either as a concession or side effect of the weakening central 
government. The Antiochenes used their new bronze coins to celebrate their status as metropolis 
on top of the civic hierarchy.1311 These coins dominate the first century BCE assemblage, and 
                                                           
1309 Kosmin 2014, pp. 241-242.  
1310 See Meadows 2001, pp. 57-58, who also argues for economic motivations. See also Butcher 2004, pp. 50-51; 
Mørkholm 1983, pp. 89, 98-100.   
1311 Haensch 1997, p. 24.  
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possibly signal that neighboring coins were not welcome currency within the city. Whether this 
extended from regulation by the Seleucid state or by the Antiochenes themselves is not clear.  
Eventually this right to mint was small appeasement for the burdens increasingly placed on the 
city by the Seleucid kings, and the Antiochenes looked to Tigranes of Armenia to relieve 
them.1312  
The wide chronological limits of this distribution study do not allow for too much to be 
said on the effect of the reign of Tigranes on Antioch and the region. As Sartre points out, some 
cities stopped minting all together, whereas others first started producing their own coins.1313 
Tigranes put his portrait on the tetradrachms from Antioch, but otherwise kept Antiochene 
imagery prominent on both the silver and the bronze.1314 The Antiochene bronze finds of this 
period continue to celebrate the city as metropolis. Downey proposes that the discontinuance of 
these civic issues in 72 BCE may reflect a change in Tigranes’ policy, as he tightened the reigns 
of the city government.1315 The evidence is ambiguous.     
What is clear is that Roman annexation of the Near East in 64 BCE did not immediately 
affect the regional pattern of minting or coin distribution. From the perspective of the silver 
evidence, the Roman governors revived a traditional Seleucid type with a portrait of the now 
deceased Philip Philadelphus for new issues of the tetradrachms.1316 These new coins continued 
circulating alongside older coins predominately within northern Syria where the diminishing 
Seleucid empire had confined them. Sustained trade with regions further to the east also kept 
Antiochene tetradrachms moving into the Parthian empire, where their inherent value promoted 
their circulation as during the Hellenistic period. A reciprocal movement of Parthian coins into 
                                                           
1312 See Downey 1961, pp. 135-136; Justinus 40.1-2.  
1313 Sartre 2005, pp. 28-29. See also Butcher 2004, pp. 50-51; Mørkholm 1983, pp. 89-90, 100. 
1314 See G. MacDonald 1902.  
1315 Downey 1961, p. 138.  
1316 Butcher 2004, pp. 51-54. 
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the Roman Empire is absent, however, as the Romans established a closed currency system 
blocking the circulation of all foreign issues originating outside of imperial limits.  
The evidence of the bronze coins likewise does not reveal any major change on the level 
of individual cities throughout Syria. Cities continued minting their own civic coinage and, based 
upon the distribution pattern, presumably regulated the currency circulating within their walls. 
Their ability to do so makes sense in terms of the policy adopted by the Roman state toward the 
newly annexed East. In order to create stability from the chaos left by the Seleucid empire, 
Pompey and the leaders who immediately followed reinforced the independence of cities by 
granting them the ability to manage their own internal operations (see Chapter 2).  
Antioch was no exception to this freedom, even though its prominent regional stature 
clearly caught the attention of the Roman state. Indeed, according to the wider historical 
evidence discussed in Chapter 2, the city benefited from acts of Roman munificence and proved 
useful to the various claimants of the imperial seat during the Civil Wars. The Roman state also 
undoubtedly took advantage of Antioch’s stature by setting up a small provincial government 
within its walls. None of this means, however, that Antioch immediately turned into a provincial 
“capital” or that civic operations radically changed.1317  
Rather, the civic government continued minting their civic coins according to their own 
era, and the coin finds from Antioch are still almost exclusively Antiochene in origin. Both 
suggest the civic government retained some measure of internal control. If the cluster of 
Antiochene civic coins at Samaria-Sebaste can be tied to the Roman military’s use of it as 
currency while in the north, this may point to another example of the Roman state maintaining 
the status quo even when imperial needs were concerned.1318 Lastly, Antiochene civic coins 
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continue to travel far to the east of the city in relatively substantial quantities, which may point to 
the continuation of a pattern of circulation under the previous government.   
 Real change for Antioch and the Near East began at the end of the first century BCE 
during the reign of Augustus and continued into the rest of the first century CE. The increased 
involvement of the Roman state shows up in both the silver and the bronze evidence. Production 
of autonomous silver ended at Laodicea, Sidon, and Ascalon sometime between 30-17 BCE.1319 
Tyre’s civic silver production lasted a bit longer into the reign of Nero, at which point the Roman 
state appears to have phased it out and instead promoted the wide circulation of a modified 
Antiochene tetradrachm throughout the Levant. The introduction and distribution of the 
provincial SC coins reveals another standardization attempt by the Roman government, but only 
within the provincial limits of Syria and not to the erasure of civic traditions. Many Syrian cities 
continued producing their own civic coinage and, based upon the coin assemblages, used them 
alongside the Roman promoted issues.  
Yet again, this evidence reflects what is known generally for Syria during this period (see 
Chapter 2). Over the course of the late first century BCE and first century CE, the Romans 
actively consolidated the Near East into a manageable administrative structure, firming up 
borders and slowly incorporating client kingdoms, tribes, and city-states into eastern provinces. 
Tensions in the south and along the eastern border demanded military action, which the legates 
attended to in addition to fulfilling the other financial, judicial, and administrative duties.1320 The 
Syrian population may have taken part in construction projects and served as auxiliaries in 
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1320 See Dąbrowa 1998, pp. 17-74.  
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addition to meeting their tax obligations, but the internal structure and self-governance of many 
cities remained intact.1321    
 Antioch’s experience stands somewhat apart from this scheme, at least in terms of the 
coin evidence. As the producer of both provincial silver tetradrachms and bronze SC coins, the 
evidence speaks to a promotion in Antioch’s service to the state. This city’s existing silver 
production was favored in the reforms; this city’s mint was used for the introduction of the new 
standardized bronze. The resources of the civic mint could be completely redirected towards 
production of provincial SC coins, as happened under the later Flavians (see Chapter 5). 
Production could also be completely redirected to the purposes of the central state, as happened 
under Vespasian in his bid for the imperial seat (see Chapter 2). It is uncertain to what extent the 
Antiochenes funded each part of this production or whether the Roman government subsidized a 
portion; scholarly opinion is generally mixed.1322 
If coin production or even the mere presence of the Roman provincial government in 
Antioch in any way strained the city’s resources, the perks received from the Roman government 
more than compensated. Antioch benefited early on from many building projects as well an 
imperial grant to reorganize a local festival into their great Olympic games.1323 Antioch also 
maintained its status as the preeminent city of the region and still boldly proclaimed its title of 
metropolis. Butcher writes, “even if one should avoid calling Antioch the capital of the Roman 
province of Syria, there can be little doubt that it was from the very beginning the most favoured 
city of that province.”1324 The city also retained a certain amount of internal autonomy, 
manifested in its continued civic coin production through at least the reign of Vespasian. The 
                                                           
1321 See Sartre 2005, pp. 153-154, 157-159. According to Dio 54.7.6, Tyre and Sidon were punished by Augustus for 
factious quarrelling.  
1322 Butcher 2004, 17-21, 241; Howgego 1985, pp. 86-87, 89, 92-93; RPC I, pp. 7-9.    
1323 See Downey 1963, pp. 81-97; Sartre 2005, pp. 163-164, 168-169, 174.  
1324 Butcher 2003, p. 101. See also French 1998 
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importance of these issues to the internal city is shown through the fact that they still represent 
30% of the city’s coin assemblage. A balance could therefore be proposed between the city’s 
new role under the Roman government and the Antiochenes’ earlier autonomy.   
 The second century CE signals a turning point for Antioch and the Near East. On the one 
hand, urbanization expanded and many cities came into their own identity during the second and 
third centuries CE. As discussed in Chapter 2, more cities began celebrating their mythological 
foundations, civic cults, and honorific titles through new issues of their own civic coinage.1325 
Competition also increased as cities jockeyed for resources and honors within an evolving civic 
hierarchy.1326 On the other hand, the Roman state’s use of Antioch intensified. In addition to the 
serving as a provincial center, the strategic position of Antioch as well as the resources and 
amenities it offered now attracted the emperor and his entourage to use the city as their 
headquarters for campaigns further east.1327 
The presence of the provincial government may not have overly affected the city, but 
housing the emperor and his army on campaign certainly did. Millar’s examination of the textual 
evidence from throughout the empire reveals the “immense impact” even a passing emperor 
could have on a region.1328 Housing and supplies were needed for the emperor, his entourage, the 
military escort, and all the animals accompanying them. Inscriptions and papyri even testify to 
the need for special officials whose primary job was to provide for the imperial entourage. This 
burden would have increased if the emperor actually resided within a city for an extended period 
with an enlarged military force, as has been suggested for Antioch.1329 The clearest evidence for 
the potential toll on Antioch actually comes from the fourth century CE, when the presence of an 
                                                           
1325 Millar 2006, pp. 120-125.  
1326 See A. H. M. Jones 1940, pp. 248-249.  
1327 See Isaac 1990, Appendix II.  
1328 Millar 1977, pp. 31-40. See also Ziegler 1996, pp. 119-121, 126-129.  
1329 See Millar 1993b, pp. 103-105; Pollard 2000, pp. 59-60, 191-198, 277-279; Isaac 1990, pp. 270-277. Dio 68.2-4 
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expeditionary force in Antioch caused a food shortage within the city.1330 A famine might not 
have occurred in the second century CE, but based upon the contemporary experience of other 
cities, the presence of the military and the imperial court did burden the city.1331 Although Isaac 
overstates the “rapaciousness of the soldiers and the greed of officials” within Antioch, he may 
be right that “occasional munificence” to the city did not compensate for these new burdens.1332  
Based upon the coin evidence, I propose this burden was exacerbated by the imperial 
presence, which overshadowed the operations of the civic government in an increasingly 
competitive environment. As other cities of Syria presumably exercised the option to produce 
and regulate their own coinage, Antioch’s finds reveal the pressure of the imperial government in 
the form of Roman bronzes and increased levels of provincial SC coins. Antioch’s civic coins, 
though sporadically produced throughout this period, represent only a small percentage of the 
finds. As discussed in Chapter 5, Antioch stopped minting its civic coins in 177 CE as part of a 
general cessation of bronze production in the city. Whereas other cities could rely on their own 
civic coins as currency and as a mouthpiece for civic identity, Antioch’s civic production was 
gradually phased out even if older coins continued circulating. 
Although the evidence is slight, the diminished importance of the civic coins may be tied 
to other reductions in Antioch’s civic status within the region. By the mid-second century CE, at 
least three other cities in the region of Syria held the title metropolis in addition to Antioch. This 
includes Tyre, Damascus, and Samosata.1333 As discussed in Chapter 2, these additional grants 
may have diminished Antioch’s prominence as head of the imperial cult within the area or 
simply Antioch’s status as the primary city of the province. Contemporary evidence from Greece 
                                                           
1330 Downey 1961, pp. 353-354; Isaac 1990, p. 274.  
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and Asia Minor suggests this title was the object of civic rivalry elsewhere in the empire.1334 If 
so, this could indicate that the status and voice of the Antiochenes were not guaranteed in an 
increasingly competitive civic environment.   
Proof that the Antiochenes were not immune from civic rivalry, even with Antioch’s new 
role as imperial center, can be found at the end of the second century CE. In 193 CE, the 
Antiochenes supported Pescennius Niger with both troops and supplies in his bid for the imperial 
seat against Septimius Severus (see Chapter 2).1335 Several explanations have been offered for 
the citizens’ support ranging from lack of choice to active support. To the first, Sartre argues the 
Antiochenes had no other choice than to assist Pescennius Niger as he was “the governor and in 
control of the city.”1336 Pescennius Niger had been governor of Syria since 190 or 191 CE and 
had the endorsement of troops stationed within Antioch.1337 Pescennius also appears to have used 
Antioch as his base and, as discussed in Chapter 5, ordered the city’s mint to produce silver 
denarii to fund his bid.1338  
Herodian and several modern scholars nevertheless attribute greater agency on the part of 
the Antiochenes.1339 Although overusing a rhetorical trope about Syrian laxity, Herodian (2.7-8) 
suggests Pescennius Niger gained the Antiochenes’ loyalty through his generous sponsorship of 
games and his allowance of their freedom.1340 Haddad also points out that according to 
Herodian’s text, the Antiochenes backed Pescennius Niger only after he spoke publicly about his 
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motivations and the support he already had in Rome.1341  Indeed, even as Septimius Severus 
dealt with the problem of a usurping governor by dividing Syria into two provinces, the 
punishments rained down upon the Antiochenes suggest more than mere lip service or support of 
the uprising under duress: the civic government was shut down, the city lost its title metropolis 
and its festival privileges, and perhaps worst of all, the city fell under the power of the 
neighboring Tetrapolis city of Laodicea ad Mare.1342 The citizens waited several years to regain 
their privileges, while still serving as a headquarters for Septimius Severus.1343  
An additional important element to these events must also be considered. The historical 
texts make clear that even though Pescennius Niger was the eastern contender for the imperial 
seat with the support of the eastern legions, not all eastern cities supported him. Rather, several 
cities chose to support either Pescennius Niger or Septimius Severus on the basis of long-
standing civic rivalries. Herodian (3.3.3) states that the Laodiceans supported Septimius Severus 
because of their hatred for the Antiochenes.1344 The people of Tyre gave similar support because 
of their enmity towards the citizens of Berytus.1345 Conversely, the people of Nikaia supported 
Niger because of their hatred for Nikomedia, another supporter of Septimius Severus.1346 
Byzantium’s support for Pescennius Niger led Septimius Severus to place that city under the 
control of its rival Perinthus.1347 Many other cities which had supported Pescennius Niger – 
Antioch included – faced a similar fate.   
                                                           
1341 Haddad 1949, pp. 134-135. 
1342 Downey 1961, p. 239.  
1343 Downey 1961, p. 242. 
1344 See Downey 1961, pp. 239-240. The fifth century CE theologian Theodoret of Cyrrhus (Hist. Eccl. 5.19) does 
comment on the long-standing rivalry between Antioch and Laodicea.  
1345 See Robert 1977, pp. 23-24; Sartre 2005, pp. 199-200; Butcher 2003, p. 102. Tyre later supported the wrong side 
of a rebellion under Elagabalus and lost its title to another rival, Sidon.   
1346 Herodian 3.2.9; see Robert 1977; Burrell 2004, pp. 164-165.  
1347 Herodian 3.6.9; see French 1998, p. 481. 
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 A more nuanced picture thereby emerges from the coin evidence along with other 
historical evidence in regard to Antioch during the second century CE. This picture questions 
traditional assumptions concerning the status of the city throughout the ancient period. The 
Antiochenes were no longer guaranteed a privileged status or civic autonomy in an increasingly 
competitive civic climate. They also had to deal with the growing demands of an imperial court 
and military in residence for long stretches of time.     
 This environment may help explain another understudied incident, which occurred during 
the city’s history. As mentioned in Chapter 2, the Antiochenes supported another claimant to the 
imperial seat several years before they backed Pescennius Niger. In 175 CE, the Roman general 
and Syrian governor Avidius Cassius declared himself emperor after receiving false information 
that Marcus Aurelius had died.1348 A native Syrian from Cyrrhus and a proven military leader, it 
is not surprising that he found popularity for his short-lived revolt in the East even after it 
became clear that the emperor still lived.1349 The Antiochenes, however, are singled out both for 
their support of Avidius Cassius and in the punishments subsequently rained down upon them by 
the victorious Marcus Aurelius.1350 All local games including the Olympic festival ended, all 
public meetings and assemblies were canceled, and Marcus Aurelius even refused to visit the 
city.1351 According to Malalas, the Antiochenes received back their festival rites only after a 
petition to the next emperor, Commodus.1352   
 Even if the complete reliability of the textual sources should be questioned, the special 
support and punishment of Antioch is worth considering. In the years leading up to the rebellion, 
                                                           
1348 Dio 72.22-23; HA Marc. Aur. 24.6-7; HA Avid. Cass. 7. See Dąbrowa 1998, pp. 112-117. 
1349 Eastern support for Avidius Cassius can be inferred from Dio 72.25; see also Millar 1993b, p. 115-118; Butcher 
2004, p. 47; Haddad 1949, pp. 132-133; Downey 1961, p. 227.  
1350 See HA Avid. Cass. 6.6, 7.8, 9.1.   
1351 HA Avid. Cass. 9.1; HA Marc. Aur. 25.8-12; Downey 1961, pp. 227-228. See Millar 1993b, p. 118; Downey 
1961, p. 228; French 1998, pp. 479-480. 
1352 Malalas 12.284-290.  
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Antioch had served once again as the imperial headquarters of the emperor Lucius Verus as he 
conducted another Parthian campaign from 162-166 CE.1353 According to the Historia Augusta, 
Verus spent his time enjoying all the amenities Antioch had to offer, to the point of ridicule by 
the Syrians.1354 If the Antiochenes were already feeling the burden of Roman rule and the 
curtailment of their civic functions by the middle of the second century CE, as suggested by the 
coin evidence and the wider historical context, bearing firsthand witness to the ridiculous 
behavior of the emperor did not help. Perhaps for these collective reasons, the Antiochenes gave 
special support to the alternative Roman rule offered by the respected general Avidius Cassius. 
Such a move was not out of character for the city, as it mimics the events at the end of the 
Seleucid empire.     
In the larger picture, the events and evidence of the second century CE speak to the lack 
of a fully assimilated city. The Antiochenes may have paid taxes to Rome, assumed a certain 
Roman look in their buildings, and served the purposes of the provincial and central 
governments, all of which suggest a certain degree of integration of Antioch into the imperial 
system. This does not mean, however, that the Antiochenes’ self-identity was lost or that they 
kowtowed to the Romans any more than to the Seleucids.1355 Despite Roman imperial use of the 
city, the Antiochenes were also clearly not immune to the regional pressures of civic competition 
in the second century CE. 
These circumstances continued into the third century CE.1356 Even after severe 
punishment under the Romans and the continued imperial pressure and presence in the city, the 
Antiochenes tenaciously held onto their own civic identity and their bid for regional stature. The 
                                                           
1353 Millar 1993b, pp. 111-112; Downey 1961, pp. 226-227.  
1354 HA Verus 7; Downey 1961, p. 226.  
1355 See Pollard 2000, pp. 251-252.  
1356 If anything, civic competition increased in the third century CE. See Sartre 2005, pp. 163-188; Kinder 1982-
1983; Chapter 2.    
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revamped issues of the early third century CE testify to this, both in the changes to their type and 
their proclamation of the city’s old and new titles of metropolis and colonia. Evidence from the 
balance of the third century CE and even later indicates that the Antiochenes never lost their 
independent character or civic pride under Roman control. Based upon the assemblage from 
Antioch, civic coins also remained important to the city even after provincial SC coins 
disappeared.   
Nevertheless, changes in the Roman imperial system as a whole brought a new level of 
integration and assimilation to Antioch as it achieved its transformation into an eastern capital 
during Late Antiquity (see Chapter 2). The Antiochenes continued to assert themselves, but the 
civic structure as a whole was evolving under a now formalized imperial presence within the 
city. As part of these changes, the production of both civic and provincial coins faded away as 
the central Roman government moved its entire empire onto the same currency. The now central 
coinage produced at Antioch spread far throughout the East and even reached into the western 
Mediterranean. Only at this point can it be said, “full integration of Antiochene coinage into the 
imperial system was achieved.”1357 For the city as a whole, these coins reflect one way in which 
Antioch had transitioned into a fully integrated part of the empire.1358  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
1357 Butcher 2004, pp. 260-261.  
1358 Butcher 2003, p. 49; Butcher 2004, pp. 123ff.   
  401 
Bibliography 
 
Abbreviations 
AE   L’année épigraphique, Paris 1888- 
CH   Coin Hoards, London 1975-2010 
CIL   Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, Berlin 1862-  
FrGrH  F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker, Berlin 1923- 
IDélos   Inscriptions de Délos, Paris, 1926-1972  
IGCH M. Thompson, O. Mørkholm, and C. Kraay, eds., An Inventory of Greek 
Coin Hoards, New York 1973 
IGLS L. Jalabert, R. Mouterde, and J.-P. Rey-Coquais, eds., Inscriptions 
grecques et latines de la Syrie, Paris 1929- 
ILS  H. Dessau, Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae, Berolini 
OGIS  W. Dittenberger, Orientis Graeci Inscriptiones Selectae, Leipzig, 1903-05 
P. Dura C. B. Welles, R. O. Fink, and J. F. Gilliam, The Excavations at Dura-
Europos Final Report 5.1: The Parchments and Papyri, New Haven, 1959  
RIC1   H. Mattingly, et al., The Roman Imperial Coinage, London 1923-1994   
RIC2 C. H. V. Sutherland and R. A. G. Carson, The Roman Imperial Coinage, 
Rev. Ed, London 1984-   
RPC A. Burnett, et al., Roman Provincial Coinage, London and Paris 1992-
2006 
Seleucid Coins A. Houghton and C. Lorber, Seleucid Coins: A Comprehensive Catalogue, 
4 vols., London 2002 
SIG W. Dittenberger and F. Hiller von Gaertringen, Sylloge Inscriptionum 
Graecarum, 3rd ed., Leipzig 1915-24 
 
 
Abascal Palazón, J. M., A. Alberola, and R. Cebrian. 2008. Segóbriga IV: Hallazgos Monetarios, 
Madrid.  
 
Abdy, R. 2012. “The Severans,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman Coinage, ed. W. 
E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 499-513.  
 
Alcock, S. E. 2006. “Small Things in the Roman World,” in Old Pottery in a New Century: 
Innovating Perspectives on Roman Pottery Studies: Atti del Convegno Internazionale di 
Studi, Catania, 22-24 Aprile 2004, ed. D. Malfitana, J. Poblome, and J. Lund, Catania, 
pp. 581-585. 
 
----------. 2007. “The Eastern Mediterranean,” in The Cambridge Economic History of the Greco-
Roman World, ed. W. Scheidel, I. Morris and R. Saller, Cambridge, pp. 671-697.   
 
Amandry, M. 1993. Coinage Production and Monetary Circulation in Roman Cyprus, Nicosia.  
 
----------. 2002. “La politique monétaire des Flaviens en Syrie de 69 à 73,” in Les monnayages 
syriens: Quel apport pour l'histoire du Proche-Orient hellénistique et romain? Actes de 
  402 
la table ronde Damas, 10-12 novembre 1999 (Bibliothèque Archéologique et Historique 
162), ed. C. Augé and F. Duyrat, Beirut, pp. 141-143.   
 
----------. 2012. “The Coinage of the Roman Provinces through Hadrian,” in The Oxford 
Handbook of Greek and Roman Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 391-404. 
 
Amit, D. and G. Bijovsky. 2007. “A Numismatic Update on the Northwestern Extent of the 
Territory Controlled by the Bar Kokhba Rebels,” Israel Numismatic Research 2, pp. 133-
135.  
 
Amitai-Preiss, N. 2006. “The Coins,” in Excavations at Tel Beth-Shean 1989-1996 1: From the 
Late Bronze Age IIB to the Medieval Period, ed. A. Mazar, Jerusalem, pp. 607-615.  
 
Andrade, N. 2013. Syrian Identity in the Greco-Roman World: Greek Culture in the Roman 
World, Cambridge 
 
Andreau, J. 1999. Banking and Business in the Roman World, trans. J. Lloyd, Cambridge. 
 
Aperghis, G. G. 2004. The Seleukid Royal Economy: The Finances and Financial Administration 
of the Seleukid Empire, New York.  
 
Ariel, D. T. 2006. “Coins,” in Jewish Quarter Excavations in the Old City of Jerusalem: 
Conducted by Nahman Avigad, 1969-1982 3: Area E and Other Studies Final Report, ed. 
H. Geva, Jerusalem, pp. 192-217. 
 
----------. 2007. “Coins of En-Gedi,” in En-Gedi Excavations 1: Final Report (1961-1965), ed. B. 
Mazar and I. Dunayevsky, Jerusalem, pp. 423-428. 
 
----------. 2010. “Coins,” in Jewish Quarter Excavations in the Old City of Jerusalem: Conducted 
by Nahman Avigad, 1969-1982 4: the Burnt House of Area B and Other Studies, 
Jerusalem, pp. 236-247. 
 
Arslan, M. 1996. “Greek and Greek Imperial Coins found during the Çankırıkapı Excavations at 
Ankara,” in Studies in Ancient Coinage from Turkey (Royal Numismatic Society Special 
Publications 29), ed. R. Ashton, London, pp. 107-114. 
 
Ashton, R., ed. 1996. Studies in Ancient Coinage from Turkey (Royal Numismatic Society 
Special Publications 29), London.  
 
----------. 2012. “The Hellenistic World: the Cities of Mainland Greece and Asia Minor,” in The 
Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 191-
210.    
 
Atlan, S. 1976. Yılları Side kazıları sırasında elde edilen sikkeler, Ankara. 
 
  403 
Augé, C. 1985. “Les monnaies de fouille de Si’ et la circulation monétaire antique dans le 
Hauran,” in Hauran I: Recherches archéologiques sur la Syrie du Sud à l'époque 
hellénistique et romaine, 2 vols., ed. J.-M. Dentzer, Paris, pp. 203-227.  
 
Augé, C. and F. Duyrat, eds. 2002. Les monnayages syriens: Quel apport pour l'histoire du 
Proche-Orient hellénistique et romain? Actes de la table ronde Damas, 10-12 
novembre 1999, Beirut. 
 
Baldus, H. R. 1987. “Syria,” in The Coinage of the Roman World in the Late Republic; 
Proceedings of a Colloquium held at the British Museum in September 1985, ed. A. M. 
Burnett and M. H. Crawford, Oxford, pp. 121-151.  
 
Ball, W. 2000. Rome in the East: The Transformation of an Empire, London.   
 
----------. 2007. Syria: A Historical and Architectural Guide, Northampton.   
 
Balty, J. C. 1988. “Apamea in Syria in the Second and Third Centuries A.D,” Journal of Roman 
Studies 78, pp. 91-104. 
 
Barag, D. 1967. “The Countermarks of the Legio Decima Fretensis: Preliminary Report,” in The 
Patterns of Monetary Development in Phoenicia and Palestine in Antiquity: Proceedings 
(International Numismatic Convention; Jerusalem; 27-31 December 1963), ed. A. 
Kindler, Jerusalem, pp. 117-125.  
 
----------. 1980. “A Note on the Geographical Distribution of Bar Kokhba Coins,” Israel 
Numismatic Journal 4, pp. 30-33.  
 
Barkay, R. 2000. “The Coins of Horvat ‘Eleq,” in Ramat Hanadiv Excavations: Final Report of 
the 1984-1998 Seasons, ed. Y. Hirschfeld, Jerusalem, pp. 377-419. 
 
Barrett, D. G. 1998. “The Coins,” in Petra Great Temple 1: Brown University Excavations 1993-
1997, ed. M. S. Joukowsky, Providence, pp. 317-324. 
 
Baur, P. V. C. and M. I. Rostovtzeff, eds. 1929-. The Excavations at Dura-Europos Conducted 
by Yale University and the French Academy of Inscriptions and Letters: Preliminary 
Report, 9 vols., New Haven.  
 
Bauslaugh, R. A. 1997. “Reconstructing the Circulation of Roman Coinage in First Century B.C. 
Macedonia,” in Numismatic Archaeology, Archaeological Numismatics: Proceedings of 
an International Conference held to Honour Dr. Mando Oeconomides in Athens 1995, 
ed. K. A. Sheedy and C. Papageorgiadou-Banis, Oxford, pp. 118-129. 
 
Bauzou, T. 1989. “Les routes romaines de Syrie,” in Archéologie et histoire de la Syrie 2: La 
Syrie de l’époque achéménide à l’avénement de l’Islam, ed. J.-M. Dentzer and W. 
Orthmann, Saarbrücken, pp. 205-221. 
 
  404 
Baxter, M. 2003. Statistics in Archaeology, London.    
 
Bay, A. 1972. “The Letters SC on Augustan Aes Coinage,” Journal of Roman Studies 62, pp. 
111-122.  
 
Beliën, P. 2009. “From Coins to Comprehensive Narrative? The Coin Finds from the Roman 
Army Camp on Kops Plateau at Nijmegen: Problems and Opportunities,” in Coins in 
Context I: New Perspectives for the Interpretation of Coin Finds, ed. H.-M. von Kaenel 
and F. Kemmers, Mainz, pp. 61-80.  
 
Bellinger, A. R. 1932. “The Coins,” in The Excavations at Dura-Europos Conducted by Yale 
University and the French Academy of Inscriptions and Letters 3: Preliminary Report of 
Third Season of Work November 1929-March 1930, ed. P. V. Baur, M. I. Rostovtzeff, 
and A. R. Bellinger, New Haven, pp. 139-160.   
 
----------. 1938. Coins from Jerash, 1928-1934 (Numismatic Notes and Monographs 81), New 
York.  
 
----------. 1940. The Syrian Tetradrachms of Caracalla and Macrinus, New York.  
 
----------. 1949. The Excavations at Dura-Europos conducted by Yale University and the French 
Academy of Inscription and Letters 6.1: the Coins, New Haven.  
 
----------. 1961. Troy: The Coins (Supplementary Monograph 2), Princeton. 
 
----------. 1962. “Coins,” in Excavations at Nessana 1, ed. H. Dunscombe Colt, London, pp. 70-
75. 
 
Ben-Dor, I. 1935. “Coins found in the 1931-2 and 1933 Campaigns,” in Excavations at 
Minturnae 1: Monuments of the Republican Forum, ed. J. Johnson, Philadelphia, pp. 1-
120.  
 
Berenger-Badel, A. 2004. “Antioche et le pouvoir central sous le Haut-Empire,” in Antioche de 
Syrie: Histoire, images et traces de la ville antique / Colloque organisé par B. Cabouret, 
P.-L. Gatier et C. Saliou, Lyon, Maison de l’Orient et de la Méditerranée, 4-6 octobre 
2001 (Topoi Supplement 5), ed. B. Cabouret, P.-L. Gatier, and C. Saliou, Lyon, pp. 43-
56. 
  
Berger, F. 1996. “Roman Coins beyond the Northern Frontiers,” in Coin Finds and Coin Use in 
the Roman World: The Thirteenth Oxford Symposium on Coinage and Monetary History, 
ed. C. E. King and D. G. Wigg, Berlin, pp. 55-61.  
 
Berman, A. and G. Bijovsky. 2008. “The Coins,” in Paneas 2: Small Finds and Other Studies, 
ed. V. Tzaferis and S. Israeli, Jerusalem.  
 
  405 
Bijovsky, G. 2004. “The Coins from Khirbet Badd ‘Isa — Qiryat Sefer. Isolated Coins and Two 
Hoards Dated to the Bar Kokhba Revolt,” in The Land of Benjamin (Judea-Samaria 
Publications 3), ed. Y. Magen, D.T. Ariel, G. Bijovsky, Y., Jerusalem, pp. 243-300.  
 
----------. 2007. “The Coins,” in En-Gedi Excavations 2: Final Report (1996-2002), ed. Y. 
Hirschfeld, Jerusalem, pp. 157-233. 
 
Bittel, K. 1955. “Funde im östlichen Galatien,” Istanbuler Mitteilungen 6, pp. 22-41.  
 
Bland, R. 1990-1991. “A Hoard of Syrian Tetradrachms of the Third Century A.D. from Trans-
Jordan,” Israel Numismatic Journal 11, pp. 81-88. 
 
----------. 1991. “The Last Coinage of Caesarea in Cappadocia,” in Ermanno A. Arslan Studia 
Dicata 1: Monetazione greca e greco-imperiale, ed. R. Martini and N. Vismara, Milano.  
 
----------. 1996. “The Bronze Coinage of Gordian III from Caesarea in Cappadocia,” in Studies in 
Ancient Coinage from Turkey (Royal Numismatic Society Special Publications 29), ed. 
R. Ashton, London, pp. 49-95. 
 
----------. 2012. “From Gordian III to the Gallic Empire,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and 
Roman Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 514-537. 
 
Bland, R. and P. Aydemir. 1991. “The Haydere Hoard and Other Hoards of the Mid-third 
Century from Turkey,” in Recent Turkish Coin Hoards and Numismatic Studies. ed. C.S. 
Lightfoot. Oxford, pp. 91-180. 
 
Bodenhamer, D. J. 2008. “History and GIS: Implications for the Discipline,” in Placing History: 
How Maps, Spatial Data, and GIS are Changing Historical Scholarship, ed. A. K. 
Knowles, Redlands, pp. 219-234.  
 
Boon, G. C. 2000. “The Coins,” in Late Iron Age and Roman Silchester: Excavations on the Site 
of the Forum-Basilica 1977, 1980-86, ed. M. Fulford and J. Timby, London, pp. 127-169. 
 
Bouchier, E. S. 1921. A Short History of Antioch, 300 BC-AD 1268, London.  
 
Bowsher, J. M. C. 2007. “Monetary Interchange in Nabataean Petra,” in The World of the 
Nabataeans: Volume 2 of the International Conference ‘The World of the Herods and the 
Nabataeans’ held at the British Museum, 17-19 April 2001, ed. K. D. Politis, Munich, pp. 
337-343.  
 
Bowersock, G. W. 1985. “Hadrian and Metropolis,” in Bonner Historia-Augusta-Colloquium 
1982/1983, Bonn, pp. 75-88.    
 
----------. 1994. Studies on the Eastern Roman Empire: Social, Economic and Administrative 
History, Religion, Historiography, Goldbach.  
 
  406 
----------. 2000. “Review of Haensch, Rudolf, Capita Provinciarum,” in Zeitschrift der Savigny-
Stiftung für Rechtsgeschichte. Romanistische Abteilung 117, pp. 501-504. 
 
Bridel, P. et al. 1974. Tell el Hajj in Syrien: Zweiter vorläufiger Bericht Grabungskampagne 
1972, Bern.  
 
Brooten, B. J. 2000. “The Jews of Ancient Antioch,” in Antioch: The Lost Ancient City, ed. C. 
Kondoleon, Princeton, pp. 29-37. 
 
Brown, P. 1998. “Christianization and Religious Conflict,” in The Cambridge Ancient History 
13: The Late Empire, AD 337-425, ed. A. Cameron and P. Garnsey, Cambridge, pp. 632-
664. 
 
Browning, R. 1952. “The Riot of A.D. 387 in Antioch: the Role of the Theatrical Claques,” 
Journal of Roman Studies 42, pp. 13-20.  
 
Brunk, G. G. 1980. “A Hoard from Syria Countermarked by the Roman Legions,” American 
Numismatic Society Museum Notes 25, pp. 63-76.   
 
Bryce, T. 2014. Ancient Syria: A Three Thousand Year History, New York.   
 
Burnett, A. 1987. Coinage in the Roman World, London. 
 
----------. 2002. “Syrian Coinage and Romanisation from Pompey to Domitian,” in Les 
monnayages syriens: Quel apport pour l’histoire du Proche-Orient hellénistique et 
romain?Actes de la table ronde de Damas, 10-12 novembre 1999, ed. C. Augé and F. 
Duyrat, Beirut, pp. 115-122. 
 
----------. 2011. “The Augustan Revolution Seen from the Mints of the Provinces,” Journal of 
Roman Studies 101, pp. 1-30. 
 
Burnett, A., K. Jenkins, and P. M. Kenrick. 1986. “Coins from the Excavations,” in Excavations 
at Sabratha 1948-1951, 2 vols., ed. P. M. Kenrick, London, pp. 246-257. 
 
Burrell, B. 2004. Neokoroi: Greek Cities and Roman Emperors, Leiden. 
 
Burton, G. P. 1975. “Proconsuls, Assizes and the Administration of Justice under the Empire,” 
Journal of Roman Studies 65, pp. 92-106.  
 
Butcher, K. 1986-1987. “Two Related Coinages of the Third Century AD: Philippopolis and 
Samosata,” Israel Numismatic Journal 9, pp. 73-84.  
 
----------. 1998a. “The Colonial Coinage of Antioch-on-the-Orontes, c. AD 218-253,” 
Numismatic Chronicle, pp. 63-75.   
 
----------. 1988b. Roman Provincial Coins: An Introduction to the ‘Greek Imperials,’ London.   
  407 
 
----------. 1991. “Some Cilician coins in the Hatay Museum,” in Recent Turkish Coin Hoards and 
Numismatic Studies. ed. C.S. Lightfoot. Oxford, pp. 181-200. 
 
----------. 1995. “The Coins,” in Nicopolis ad Istrum, a Roman, Late Roman, and Early Byzantine 
City: Excavations 1985-1992, ed. A. Poulter, London, pp. 269-314. 
 
----------. 1996. “Coinage and Currency in Syria and Palestine to the Reign of Gallienus,” in Coin 
Finds and Coin Use in the Roman World; The Thirteenth Oxford Symposium on Coinage 
and Monetary History 25.-27.3.1993; A Nato Advanced Research Workshop, ed. C. E. 
King and D. G. Wigg, Berlin, pp. 101-112.  
 
----------. 1998. “The Mint at Zeugma,” in The Twin Towns of Zeugma on the Euphrates: Rescue 
Work and Historical Studies, ed. D. Kennedy, Portsmouth, pp. 233-236.  
 
----------. 2001-2002. “Small Change in Ancient Beirut: The Coins Finds from BEY 006 and 
BEY 045: Persian, Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine Periods,” Berytus Archaeological 
Studies 45-46.   
 
----------. 2002. “Circulation of Bronze Coinage in the Orontes Valley in the Late Hellenistic and 
Early Roman Periods,” in Les monnayages syriens: Quel apport pour l’histoire du 
Proche-Orient hellénistique et romain? Actes de la table ronde de Damas, 10-12 
novembre 1999, ed. C. Augé and F. Duyrat, Beirut, pp. 115-122. 
 
----------. 2003. Roman Syria and the Near East, Los Angeles.  
 
----------. 2004. Coinage in Roman Syria: Northern Syria, 64 BC-AD 253, London.  
 
----------. 2005. “Information, Legitimation, or Self-Legitimation? Popular and Elite Designs on 
the Coin Types of Syria,” in Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces, ed. C. 
Howgego, V. Heuchert, and A. Burnett, Oxford, pp. 143-156.    
 
----------. 2012. “Syria in the Roman Period, 64 BC-AD 260,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek 
and Roman Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 468-484. 
 
----------. 2013. “Coins and Hoards,” in Excavations at Zeugma Conducted by Oxford 
Archaeology 3, ed. W. Aylward, Los Altos, pp. 1-92. 
 
Butcher, K. and M. Ponting. 2009. “The Silver Coinage of Roman Syria under the Julio-
Claudian Emperors,” Levant 41, pp. 59-78.  
 
Buttrey, T. V. 1970. “Observations on the Behavior of Tiberian Counterstamps,” The American 
Numismatic Society Museum Notes 16, pp. 57-68.  
 
----------. 1976. “The Coins,” in Excavations at Carthage 1975 Conducted by the University of 
Michigan 1, ed. J. H. Humphrey, Tunis, pp. 157-198. 
  408 
 
----------. 1980. Cosa: The Coins (Memoirs of the American Academy in Rome 34), Rome.  
 
----------. 1992. “The President’s Address,” Numismatic Chronicle 152, pp. i-xxii. 
 
----------. 1993. “Calculating Ancient Coin Production: Facts and Fantasies,” Numismatic 
Chronicle 153, pp. 335-351. 
 
----------. 1994. “Calculating Ancient Coin Production II: Why It Cannot Be Done,” Numismatic 
Chronicle 154, pp. 341-352. 
 
----------. 1997. “Part I: The Coins,” in The Extramural Sanctuary of Demeter and Persephone at 
Cyrene, Libya: Final Reports 6, ed. D. White, Philadelphia, pp. 1-66.  
 
----------. 2011. “Quantification of Ancient Coin Production: The Third Element,” in Quantifying 
Monetary Supplies in Greco-Roman Times, ed. F. de Callataÿ, Bari, pp. 105-112. 
 
Buttrey, T. V. and R. B. Hitchner. 1978. “The Coins – 1976,” in Excavations at Carthage 1976 
Conducted by the University of Michigan 4, ed. J. H. Humphrey, Ann Arbor, pp. 99-163.  
 
Buttrey, T. V., A. Johnston, K. M. MacKenzie, and M. L. Bates. 1981. Greek, Roman, and 
Islamic Coins from Sardis, Cambridge. 
 
Cabouret, B., P.-L. Gatier, and C. Saliou, eds. 2004. Antioche de Syrie: Histoire, images et traces 
de la ville antique / Colloque organisé par B. Cabouret, P.-L. Gatier et C. Saliou, Lyon, 
Maison de l'Orient et de la Méditerranée, 4-6 octobre 2001, Lyon.  
 
Callot, O. 2004. Salamine de Chypre: Fouilles de la ville 1964-1974 16: Les monnaies, Paris.  
 
Callu, J.-P. 1979. Fouilles d’Apamée de Syrie 8.1: Les monnaies romaines (Centre Belge de 
Recherches Archéologiques à Apamée de Syrie), Bruxelles. 
 
Capdetrey, L. 2007. Le pouvoir séleucide: territoire, administration, finances d'un royaume 
hellénistique, 312-129 avant J.-C, Rennes.  
 
Carradice, I. 1983. “Coinage in Judaea in the Flavian Period, A.D. 70-96,” Israel Numismatic 
Journal 6-7, pp. 14-21.  
 
----------. 2012. “Flavian Coinage,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman Coinage, ed. 
W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 375-390.   
 
Carradice, I. and M. Cowell. 1987. “The Minting of Roman Imperial Bronze Coins for 
Circulation in the East: Vespasian to Trajan,” Numismatic Chronicle 147, pp. 26-50.  
 
  409 
Carrié, J.-M. 2005. “Developments in Provincial and Local Administration,” in The Cambridge 
Ancient History 12: The Crisis of Empire, AD 193-337, ed. A. K. Bowman, P. Garnsey, 
and A. Cameron, Cambridge, pp. 269-312.  
 
Carson, R. A. G. 1956. “System and Product in the Roman Mint,” in Essays in Roman Coinage 
Presented to Harold Mattingly, ed. R. A. G. Carson and C. H. V. Sutherland, Oxford, pp. 
229-239.  
 
Carter, G. F. 1983. “Chemical Compositions of Copper-based Roman Coins: Bronze Coins 
Minted in Antioch,” Israel Numismatic Journal 6-7, pp. 22-38. 
 
Casana, J. 2003. “From Alalakh to Antioch: Settlement, Land Use, and Environmental Change in 
the Amuq Valley of Southern Turkey” (diss. Univ. of Chicago).   
 
----------. 2007. “Structural Transformations in Settlement Systems of the Northern Levant,” 
American Journal of Archaeology 111.2, pp. 195-221.  
 
----------. 2009. “Alalakh and the Archaeological Landscape of Mukish: The Political Geography 
and Population of a Late Bronze Age Kingdom,” Bulletin of the American Schools of 
Oriental Research 353, pp. 7-37.   
 
Caseau, B. 2001. “Sacred Landscapes,” in Interpreting Late Antiquity: Essays on the 
Postclassical World, ed. G.W. Bowersock, P. Brown, and O. Grabar, Cambridge, pp. 21-
59.  
 
Casey, P. J. 1974. “The Interpretation of Romano-British Site Finds,” in Coins and the 
Archaeologist, ed. J. Casey and R. Reece, Oxford.  
 
----------. 1986. Understanding Ancient Coins, Norman. 
 
Casey, P. J. and R. J. Brickstock. 2010. “The Coins,” in Haltonchesters: Excavations Directed by 
J. P. Gillam at the Roman Fort, 1960-61, ed. J. N. Dore, Oxford, pp. 91-107.  
 
Christensen-Ernst, J. 2012. Antioch on the Orontes: A History and a Guide, Lanham. 
 
Christiansen, E. 2004. Coinage in Roman Egypt: The Hoard Evidence, Aarhus. 
 
Cimok, F. 1994. Antioch on the Orontes, Sultanahmet.  
 
Clayton, P. A. 1967. “The Coins from Tell Rifa’at,” Iraq 29.2, pp. 143-154. 
 
Cloke, C. Forthcoming. “The Coins,” in The Great Temple at Petra.  
 
Cohen, G. 2006. The Hellenistic Settlements in Syria, the Red Sea Basin, and North Africa, 
Berkeley. 
 
  410 
Cole, T. J. 1976. “The Lifetime of Coins in Circulation,” The Numismatic Chronicle 16, pp. 201-
218. 
 
Collis, J. 1974. “Data for Dating,” in Coins and the Archaeologist, ed. J. Casey and R. Reece, 
Oxford, pp. 173-183. 
 
Connolly, J. and M. Lake. 2006. Geographical Information Systems in Archaeology, New York.  
 
Corbier, M. 2005. “Coinage, Society and Economy,” in The Cambridge Ancient History 12: The 
Crisis of Empire, AD 193-337, ed. A. K. Bowman, P. Garnsey, and A. Cameron, 
Cambridge, pp. 393-439. 
 
Cormack, J. M. R. 1940. “The Nerva Inscription in Beroea,” Journal of Roman Studies 30.1, pp. 
50-52.  
 
Cotton, H. M., W. E. H. Cockle, and F. G. B. Millar. 1995. “The Papyrology of the Roman Near 
East: A Survey,” Journal of Roman Studies 85, pp. 214-235.  
 
Cox, D. H. 1950. “The Coins,” in Excavations at Gözlü Kule, Tarsus 1, ed. H. Goldman, 
Princeton, pp. 38-83.  
 
----------. 1959. Coins from the Excavations at Curium, 1932-1953, New York.  
 
Crawford, M. 1970. “Money and Exchange in the Roman World,” Journal of Roman Studies 60, 
pp. 40-48.  
 
----------. 1974. Roman Republican Coinage, London.  
 
----------. 1975. “Finance, Coinage and Money from the Severans to Constantine,” in Aufstieg 
und Niedergang der römischen Welt 2.2, New York, pp. 560-593.  
 
----------. 1983. “Roman Imperial Coin Types and the Formation of Public Opinion,” in Studies 
in Numismatic Method Presented to Philip Grierson, ed. C. N. L. Brooke. New York, pp. 
47-64. 
 
----------. 1985. Coinage and Money under the Roman Republic: Italy and the Mediterranean 
Economy, Berkeley. 
 
----------. 1989. “Review of A.M. Burnett: Coinage in the Roman World,” Numismatic Chronicle 
149, pp. 244-245.  
 
Dąbrowa, E. 1993. Legio X Fretensis: A Prosopographical Study of its Officers (I-III c. A.D.), 
Stuttgart. 
 
----------. 1998. The Governors of Roman Syria from Augustus to Septimius Severus, Bonn.  
 
  411 
Davies, J. and T. Gregory. 1991. “Coinage from a ‘Civitas’: A Survey of the Roman Coins 
Found in Norfolk and their Contribution to the Archaeology of the ‘Civitas Icenorum’,” 
Britannia 22, pp. 65-101.  
 
de Callataÿ, F. 1995. “Calculating Ancient Coin Production: Seeking a Balance,” Numismatic 
Chronicle 155, pp. 289-312.   
 
----------. 2005. “A Quantitative Survey of Hellenistic Coinages: Recent Achievements,” in 
Making, Moving and Managing: The New World of Ancient Economies, 323-31 BC, ed. 
Z. H. Archibald, J. K. Davies, and V. Gabrielsen, Oxford, pp. 73-91. 
 
----------. 2011. “Quantifying Monetary Production in Greco-Roman Times: A General Frame,” 
in Quantifying Monetary Supplies in Greco-Roman Times, ed., F. de Callataÿ, Bari, pp. 7-
30. 
 
----------. 2012. “Royal Hellenistic Coinages: From Alexander to Mithridates,” in The Oxford 
Handbook of Greek and Roman Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 175-190.   
 
Decker, M. 2001. “Food for an Empire: Wine and Oil Production in North Syria,” in Economy 
and Exchange in the East Mediterranean during Late Antiquity, ed. S. Kingsley and M. 
Decker, Oxford, pp. 69-86. 
 
de Giorgi, A. U. 2008. “Town and Country in Roman Antioch,” in Feeding the Ancient Greek 
City, ed. R. Alston and O. M. van Nijf, Leuven, pp. 63-84.  
 
de Ligt, L. 2003. “Taxes, Trade, and the Circulation of Coin: The Roman Empire, Mughal India 
and T’ang China Compared,” The Medieval History Journal 6.2, pp. 231-248. 
 
Demir, A. 2004. “The Urban Pattern of Antakya: Streets and Houses,” in Antioche de Syrie: 
histoire, images et traces de la ville antique / Colloque organisé par B. Cabouret, P.-L. 
Gatier et C. Saliou, Lyon, Maison de l’Orient et de la Méditerranée, 4-6 octobre 2001 
(Topoi Supplement 5), ed. B. Cabouret, P.-L. Gatier, and C. Saliou, Lyon, pp. 221-238. 
 
Dentzer, J.-M. and W. Orthmann, eds. 1989. Archéologie et histoire de la Syrie 2: La Syrie de 
l'époque achéménide à l'avènement de l'Islam, Saarbrücken. 
 
Devreker, J. 1984. Les fouilles de la Rijksuniversiteit te Gent a Pessinonte 1967-1973, ed. J. 
Devreker and M. Waelkens, Gent. 
 
Downey, G. 1937. “Malalas on the History of Antioch under Severus and Caracalla,” 
Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association 68, pp. 141-156. 
 
----------. 1938. “Imperial Building Records in Malalas,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 38, pp. 1-15.  
 
----------. 1939. “The Olympic Games of Antioch in the Fourth Century AD,” Transactions and 
Proceedings of the American Philological Association 70, pp. 428-438.  
  412 
 
----------. 1941. “Strabo on Antioch: Notes on his Method,” Transactions and Proceedings of the 
American Philological Association 72, pp. 85-95.   
 
----------. 1951. “The Occupation of Syria by the Romans,” Transactions and Proceedings of the 
American Philological Association 82, pp. 149-163.   
 
----------. 1958. “The Size of the Population of Antioch,” Transactions and Proceedings of the 
American Philological Association 89, pp. 84-91.  
 
----------. 1961. A History of Antioch in Syria: From Seleucus to the Arab Conquest, Princeton. 
 
----------. 1963. Ancient Antioch, Princeton.   
 
Doyen, J.-M. 1987. Les monnaies antiques du Tell Abou Danne et d’Oumm El-Marra 
(campagnes 1976-1985): Aspects de la circulation monétaire en Syrie du Nord sous les 
Seleucides, Brussels.   
 
----------. 2008. Economie, monnaie et société à Reims sous l'Empire romain: Recherches sur la 
circulation monétaire en Gaule septentrionale intérieure, Reims. 
 
Drennan, R. D. 2009. Statistics for Archaeologists: A Commonsense Approach, New York.  
 
Drijvers, H. J. W. 1982. “The Persistence of Pagan Cults and Practices in Christian Syria,” in 
East of Byzantium: Syria and Armenia in the Formative Period, ed. N. Garsoïan, T. 
Mathews, and R. Thompson, Washington D.C., pp. 35-43.  
 
----------. 1992. “Syrian Christianity and Judaism,” in The Jews among Pagans and Christians in 
the Roman Empire, ed. J. Lieu, J. North, and T. Rajak, London, pp. 124-146. 
 
Duncan, G. L. 1993. Coin Circulation in the Danubian and Balkan Provinces of the Roman 
Empire AD 294-578, London. 
 
Duncan-Jones, R. 1994. Money and Government in the Roman Empire, Cambridge.  
 
----------. 1999. “The Monetization of the Roman Empire,” in Roman Coins and Public Life 
under the Empire, ed. G. M. Paul, Ann Arbor, pp. 61-82.   
 
Dunant, C. 1975. “Les monnaies,” Le Sanctuaire de Baalshamin a Palmyre 6: Kleinfunde-Objets 
divers, ed. R. Fellmann and C. Dunant, Rome, pp. 103-112. 
 
Duyrat, F. 2004. “La circulation monétaire dans l’Orient séleucide (Syrie, Phénicie, 
Mésopotamie, Iran),” in Le roi et l'économie: autonomies locales et structures royales 
dans l'économie de l'empire séleucide. Actes des rencontres de Lille, 23 juin 2003, et 
d'Orléans, 29-30 janvier 2004 (Topoi Supplément 6), ed. V. Chankowsi and F. Duyrat, 
Lyon, pp. 381-424.  
  413 
 
----------. 2006. “Bibliographie Numismatique de la Syrie; II. Périodes Romaine et Byzantine 
(1995-2000),” Syria 83, pp. 283-300. 
 
----------. 2015. “The Circulation of Coins in Syria and Mesopotamia in the Sixth to First 
Centuries BC,” in A History of Market Performance: From Ancient Babylonia to the 
Modern World, ed. R.J. van der Spek, B. van Leeuwen, and J. L. van Zanden, New York, 
pp. 363-395.   
 
Eck, W. 1999. “The Bar Kokhba Revolt: The Roman Point of View,” Journal of Roman Studies 
89, pp. 76-89.  
 
----------. 2009. “The Presence, Role and Significance of Latin in the Epigraphy and Culture of 
the Roman Near East,” in From Hellenism to Islam: Cultural and Linguistic Change in 
the Roman Near East, ed. H. M. Cotton, R. G. Hoyland, J. J. Price, and D. J. Wasserstein, 
Cambridge, pp. 15-42.   
 
Edelstein, L. and I. Kidd, eds. 1989. Posidonius, Cambridge.  
 
Edwards, K. M. 1933. Corinth: Results of excavations conducted by the American School of 
Classical studies at Athens 6: Coins, 1896-1929, Cambridge.  
 
Eilers, C. 2003. “A Roman East: Pompey’s Settlement to the Death of Augustus,” in A 
Companion to the Hellenistic World, Malden, pp. 90-102.   
 
Engels, D. 2011. “Middle Eastern ‘Feudalism’ and Seleucid Dissolution,” in Seleucid 
Dissolution: The Sinking of the Anchor, ed. K. Erickson and G. Ramsey, Wiesbaden, pp. 
19-36. 
 
Engels, J. 2011. “Posidonius of Apamea and Strabo of Amasia on the Decline of the Seleucid 
Kingdom,” in Seleucid Dissolution: The Sinking of the Anchor, ed. K. Erickson and G. 
Ramsey, Wiesbaden, pp. 181-194. 
 
Erarslan, F. and M. Facella. 2006. “Royal Coinage of Commagene in Adiyaman Museum 
Numismatic Collection,” Araştırma Sonuçları Toplantısı 24.1, pp. 253-260. 
  
Erickson, K. and G. Ramsey, eds. 2011. Seleucid Dissolution: The Sinking of the Anchor, 
Wiesbaden.   
 
Eshel, H., B. Zissu, and G. Barkay. 2009. “Sixteen Bar Kokhba Coins from Roman Sites in 
Europe,” Israel Numismatic Journal 17, pp. 91-97.  
 
Estiot, S. 2012. “The Later Third Century,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman 
Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 538-560.  
 
  414 
Esty, W. 1986. “Estimation of the Size of a Coinage: A Survey and Comparison of Methods,” 
Numismatic Chronicle 146, pp. 185-215.  
 
----------. 2005. “Statistical Analysis of Hoard Data in Ancient Numismatics,” in Proceedings of 
the XIIth International Numismatic Congress, Madrid, 2003, ed. C. Alfaro Asins, C. 
Marcos Alonso, and P. Otero Morán, Madrid, pp. 173-177.   
 
Evans, J. DeRose. 2006. The Coins and the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Economy of 
Palestine, Boston.  
 
Evers, J. H. 1970. “Syrische Muntvondst,” De Geuzen Penning 20.3, pp. 29-34.  
 
Facella, M. 2008. “Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Coins from the Necropolis of Perrhe,” 
Patris pantrophos Kommagene: Neue Funde und Forschungen zwischen Taurus und 
Euphrat, ed. E. Winter, Bonn, pp. 207-226.   
 
Farhi, Y., et al. 2009. “The Ramat Rahal Hoard of Tyrian Shekels,” Israel Numismatic Journal 
17, pp. 59-76. 
 
Faria, A. Marques. 1991-1992. “Achados Monetarios em Idanha-a-Velha,” Nummus 14/15, pp. 
121-149. 
 
Farrington, A. 2014. “Olympic Victors and the Popularity of the Games in the Imperial Period,” 
in Sport in the Greek and Roman Worlds 1: Early Greece, the Olympics, and Contests, 
ed. T. F. Scanlon, Oxford, pp. 158-202.    
 
Feissel, D. 1985. “Deux listes de quartiers d’Antioche astreints au creusement d’un canal (73-74 
après J.-C.),” Syria 62, pp. 77-103.  
 
Feissel, D. and J. Gascou. 1995. “Documents d’archives romains inédits du Moyen Euphrate 
(IIIe s. après J.-C.),” Journal des savants 65, pp. 65-120.  
 
Finley, M. I. 1985. Ancient History: Evidence and Models, New York. 
 
Freeman, P. W. M. 1994. “Pompey’s Eastern Settlement: A Matter of Presentation?” in Studies 
in Latin Literature and Roman History 7, ed. C. Deroux, Brussels, pp. 143-179.   
 
French, D. H., J. Moore, and H. F. Russell. 1982. “Excavations at Tille 1979-1982: An Interim 
Report,” Anatolian Studies 32, pp. 161-187.  
 
French, D. R. 1998. “Rhetoric and the Rebellion of A.D. 387 in Antioch,” Historia: Zeitschrift 
für Alte Geschichte 47.4, pp. 468-484. 
 
Frye, R. 1984. The History of Ancient Iran, Munich.  
 
  415 
Fulco, W. J. 1996. “The Coins and Stamped Handles,” in Tyre: The Shrine of Apollo, ed. P. M. 
Bikai, W. J. Fulco, and J. Marchand, Amman, pp. 41-56.  
 
Fulford, M. 1978. “Coin Circulation and Mint Activity in the Late Roman Empire: Some 
Economic Implications,” The Archaeological Journal 135, pp. 67-114.  
 
Garnsey, P. and R. Saller. 1987. The Roman Empire: Economy, Society and Culture, London.  
 
Garnsey, P. and C. R. Whittaker. 1998. “Trade, Industry and the Urban Economy,” in The 
Cambridge Ancient History 13: The Late Empire, AD 337-425, ed. A. Cameron and P. 
Garnsey, Cambridge, pp. 312-337. 
 
Geissen, A. 2012. “The Coinage of Roman Egypt,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and 
Roman Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 561-583. 
 
Gerson, S. 2006. “A New Countermark of the Fifth Legion,” Israel Numismatic Research 1, pp. 
97-99. 
 
Gitler, H. 2003. “The Coins,” in Jewish Quarter Excavations in the Old City of Jerusalem 
Conducted by Nahman Avigad, 1969-1982 2: The Finds from Areas A, W and X-2, ed. H. 
Geva, Jerusalem, pp. 453-492. 
 
----------. 2012. “Roman Coinages of Palestine,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman 
Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 485-498. 
 
Gitler, H. and Y. Kahanov. 2002. “The Ascalon 1988 Hoard (CH 9.548): A Periplus to Ascalon 
in the Late Hellenistic Period?” in CH 9, ed. A. Meadows and U. Wartenberg, London, 
pp. 259-268. 
 
Goodchild, M. F. 2008. “What Does Google Earth Mean for the Social Sciences?” in 
Geographic Visualization: Concepts, Tools and Applications, ed. M. Dodge, M. 
McDerby, and M. Turner, West Sussex, pp. 11-24. 
 
Goodman, M. 2005. “Coinage and Identity: The Jewish Evidence,” in Coinage and Identity in 
the Roman Provinces, ed. C. Howgego, V. Heuchert, and A. Burnett, Oxford, pp. 163-
166. 
 
Gordon, J. 2012. “Between Alexandria and Rome: A Postcolonial Archaeology of Cultural 
Identity in Hellenistic and Roman Cyprus” (diss. Univ. of Cincinnati).  
 
Grainger, J. 1990. The Cities of Seleukid Syria, New York.  
 
Grant, M. 1946. From Imperium to Auctoritas: A Historical Study of Aes Coinage in the Roman 
Empire (49 BC-AD 14), Cambridge.  
 
----------. 1953. The Six Main Aes Coinages of Augustus, Edinburgh.  
  416 
 
----------. 1956. “The Pattern of Official Coinage in the Early Principate,” in Essays in Roman 
Coinage Presented to Harold Mattingly, ed. R. A. G. Carson and C. H. V. Sutherland, 
London.  
 
Greene, Kevin. 2005. “Roman Pottery: Models, Proxies and Economic Interpretation,” Journal 
of Roman Archaeology 18.1, pp. 34-56. 
 
Gregory, I. 2008. “’A Map is Just a Bad Graph’: Why Spatial Statistics are Important in 
Historical GIS,” in Placing History: How Maps, Spatial Data, and GIS are Changing 
Historical Scholarship, ed. A. K. Knowles, Redlands, pp. 123-150.  
 
Grierson, P. 1979. Bibliographie numismatique, Brussels.  
 
Guest, P. 2012. “The Production, Supply and Use of Late Roman and Early Byzantine Copper 
Coinage in the Eastern Empire,” Numismatic Chronicle 172, pp. 105-131.  
 
Gutzwiller, K. and Ö. Çelik. 2012. “New Menander Mosaics from Antioch,” American Journal 
of Archaeology 116.4, pp. 573–623.  
 
Haavedt, R. A. 1935. “The Coins,” in Soknopaiou Nesos: The University of Michigan 
Excavations at Dime in 1931-32, ed. A. E. R. Boak, Ann Arbor, pp. 37-47.  
 
Haatvedt, R. A. and E. E. Peterson. 1964. Coins from Karanis: The University of Michigan 
Excavations, Ann Arbor.   
 
Haddad, J. 1949. Aspects of Social Life in Antioch in the Hellenistic-Roman Period, New York.  
 
Haensch, R. 1997. Capita Provinciarum: Statthaltersitze und Provinzialverwaltung in der 
römischen Kaiserzeit, Mainz.   
 
Hamburger, H. 1954. “A Hoard of Syrian Tetradrachms and Tyrian Bronze Coins from Gush 
Halav,” Israel Exploration Journal 4.3-4, pp. 201-226.  
 
Harl, K. W. 1987. Civic Coins and Civic Politics in the Roman East, A.D. 180-275, Berkeley. 
 
----------. 1996. Coinage in the Roman Economy, 300 B.C. to A.D. 700, Baltimore.  
 
Harris, W. V. 2008. “The Nature of Roman Money,” in The Monetary Systems of the Greeks and 
Romans, ed. W. V. Harris, Oxford, pp. 174-207.  
 
Harrower, M. and S. Fabrikant. 2008. “The Role of Map Animation for Geographic 
Visualization,” in Geographic Visualization: Concepts, Tools and Applications, ed. M. 
Dodge, M. McDerby, and M. Turner, West Sussex, pp. 49-66. 
 
  417 
Harvey, S. Ashbrook. 2000. “Antioch and Christianity,” in Antioch: The Lost Ancient City, ed. C. 
Kondoleon, Princeton, pp. 38-49. 
 
Head, B. V. 1911. Historia Numorum: A Manual of Greek Numismatics, Oxford.  
 
Helleiner, E. 2003. The Making of National Money: Territorial Currencies in Historical 
Perspective, Ithaca.  
 
Hendy, M. F. 1985. Studies in the Byzantine Monetary Economy c. 300-1450, Cambridge.  
 
Henry, A. 2009. “Using Google Earth for Internet GIS” (MSc in Geographical Information 
Science, Univ. of Edinburgh).  
 
Heuchert, V. 2005. “The Chronological Development of Roman Provincial Coin Iconography,” 
in Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces, ed. C. Howgego, V. Heuchert, and A. 
Burnett, Oxford, pp. 29-56. 
 
Hill, G. F. 1916. “The Mints of Roman Arabia and Mesopotamia,” Journal of Roman Studies 6, 
pp. 135-169.  
 
----------. 1931. “A Hoard of Coins from Nineveh,” Numismatic Chronicle 11, pp. 160-170. 
 
Hobley, A. 1998. An Examination of Roman Bronze Coin Distribution in the Western Empire, 
A.D. 81-192, Oxford. 
 
Hoepfner, W. 2004. “Antiochia die Große: Geschichte einer antiken Stadt,” Antike Welt 35/2, pp. 
3-10.  
 
Hollard, D. and O. Bingöl. 1994. “Le trésor de Göktepe,” in Trésors et circulation monétaire en 
Anatolie antique, Paris, pp. 65-72.  
  
Hoover, O. D. 2004. “Ceci n’est pas l’autonomie: The coinage of Seleucid Phoenicia as royal 
and civic power discourse,” in Le roi et l'économie: Autonomies locales et structures 
royales dans l'économie de l'empire séleucide. Actes des rencontres de Lille, 23 juin 
2003, et d'Orléans, 29-30 janvier 2004 (Topoi Supplément 6), ed. V. Chankowsi and F. 
Duyrat, Lyon, pp. 485-508.  
 
----------. 2007a. “A revised chronology for the late Seleucids at Antioch (121/0-64 BC),” 
Historia: Zeitschrift für Alte Geschichte 56.3, pp. 280-301.  
 
----------. 2007b. Coins from the Seleucid Empire from the Collection of Arthur Houghton: Part 
II, New York.  
 
----------. 2009. Handbook of Syrian Coins: Royal and Civic Issues: Fourth to First Centuries 
BC, London.  
 
  418 
Hopkins, K. 1980. “Taxes and Trade in the Roman Empire (200 B.C.-A.D. 400),” Journal of 
Roman Studies 70, pp. 101-125.  
 
----------. 2002. “Rome, Taxes, Rents and Trade,” in The Ancient Economy, ed. W. Scheidel and 
S. von Reden, Edinburgh, pp. 190-230.  
 
Houghton, A. 1983. Coins of the Seleucid Empire from the Collection of Arthur Houghton, New 
York.  
 
----------. 2004. “Seleucid Coinage and Monetary Policy of the 2nd c. BC: Reflections on the 
Monetization of the Seleucid Economy,” Topoi 6, pp. 49-79.  
 
----------. 2012. “The Seleucids,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman Coinage, ed. W. 
E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 235-251.  
 
Howgego, C. 1982. “Coinage and Military Finance: The Imperial Bronze Coinage of the 
Augustan East,” Numismatic Chronicle 142, pp. 1-20.   
 
----------. 1985. Greek Imperial Countermarks: Studies in the Provincial Coinage of the Roman 
Empire, London.   
 
----------. 1990. “Why Did Ancient States Strike Coins?” Numismatic Chronicle 150, pp. 1-25.   
 
----------. 1992. “The Supply and Use of Money in the Roman World 200 BC to AD 300,” 
Journal of Roman Studies 82, pp. 1-31.   
 
----------. 1994. “Coin Circulation and the Integration of the Roman Economy,” Journal of 
Roman Archaeology 7, pp. 5-21.    
 
----------. 1995. Ancient History from Coins, London.   
 
----------. 1996. “The Circulation of Silver Coins, Models of the Roman Economy, and Crisis in 
the Third Century A.D.: Some Numismatic Evidence,” in Coin Finds and Coin Use in the 
Roman World: The Thirteenth Oxford Symposium on Coinage and Monetary History 25.-
27.3.1993, ed. C. E. King and D. G. Wigg, Berlin, pp. 219-236.  
 
----------. 2005. “Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces,” in Coinage and Identity in the 
Roman Provinces, ed. C. Howgego, V. Heuchert, and A. Burnett, Oxford, pp. 1-18. 
 
----------. 2013. “The Monetization of Temperate Europe,” Journal of Roman Studies 103, pp. 
16-45.  
 
Howgego, C., V. Heuchert, and A. Burnett. 2005. Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces, 
Oxford.    
 
  419 
Hudson, N. F. 2010. “Changing Places: The Archaeology of the Roman Convivium,” American 
Journal of Archaeology 114, pp. 663-695. 
 
Hunt, D. 1998. “The Church as a Public Institution,” in The Cambridge Ancient History 13: The 
Late Empire, AD 337-425, ed. A. Cameron and P. Garnsey, Cambridge, pp. 238-276. 
 
Huth, M. and P. G. van Alfen, eds. 2010. Coinage of the Caravan Kingdoms: Studies in Ancient 
Monetization (Numismatic Studies 25), New York.  
 
Isaac, B. 1990. The Limits of Empire: The Roman Army in the East, Oxford.  
 
----------. 1998a. “The Eastern Frontier,” in The Cambridge Ancient History 13: The Late 
Empire, AD 337-425, ed. A. Cameron and P. Garnsey, Cambridge, pp. 437-460. 
 
----------. 1998b. The Near East under Roman Rule, Leiden.  
 
----------. 2009. “Latin in Cities of the Roman Near East,” in From Hellenism to Islam: Cultural 
and Linguistic Change in the Roman Near East, ed. H. M. Cotton, R. G. Hoyland, J. J. 
Price, and D. J. Wasserstein, Cambridge, pp. 43-72. 
 
Isser, S. 1999. “The Samaritans and their Sects,” in The Cambridge History of Judaism 3: The 
Early Roman Period, ed. W. Horbury, W. D. Davies and J. Sturdy, New York, pp. 569-
595. 
 
Johnston, A. 1974. “New Problems for Old: Konrad Kraft on Die-sharing in Asia Minor,” 
Numismatic Chronicle 14, pp. 203-207.   
 
----------. 1985. “The So-called Pseudo-autonomous Greek Imperials,” American Numismatic 
Society Museum Notes 30, pp. 89-112.   
 
----------. 2007. Greek Imperial Denominations, ca 200-275: A Study of the Roman Provincial 
Bronze Coinages of Asia Minor, London.  
 
----------. 2012. “The Provinces after Commodus,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman 
Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 453-467.  
 
Jones, A. H. M. 1928. “Inscriptions from Jerash,” Journal of Roman Studies 18, pp. 144-178.  
 
----------. 1940. The Greek City from Alexander to Justinian, Oxford.  
 
----------. 1971. The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces, 2nd ed., Oxford.  
 
Jones, C. 1999. Kinship Diplomacy in the Ancient World, Harvard. 
 
Jones, T. B. 1963. “A Numismatic Riddle: The So-called Greek Imperials,” Proceedings of the 
American Philosophical Society 107.4, pp. 308-347. 
  420 
 
Kaenel, H.-M. and F. Kemmers, eds.. 2009. Coins in Context I: New Perspectives for the 
Interpretation of Coin Finds, Mainz. 
 
Karwiese, S. 2003. “Liste der Fundmünzen aus den Grabungen im Hanghaus 1 von Ephesos 
1960 bis 1998 (Taf. 165),” in Hanghaus 1 in Ephesos 8.4: Funde und Ausstattung, ed. 
Claudia Lang-Auinger, Wien, pp. 340-355. 
 
----------. 2007. “Die Fundmünzen von Basilika, Sockelbau und Staatsmarkt,” in Forschungen in 
Ephesos 9.2.3: Die Basilika am Staatsmarkt in Ephesos: 2. Teil: Funde klassischer bis 
römischer Zeit, ed. V. Mitsopoulos-Leon and C. Lang-Auinger, Wien, pp. 187-204.  
 
Kasher, A. 1983. “The Rights of the Jews of Antioch on the Orontes,” Proceedings of the 
American Academy for Jewish Research 49, pp. 69-85.  
 
Katsari, C. 2008. “The Monetization of the Roman Frontier Provinces: A Quantitative Revision,” 
in The Monetary Systems of the Greeks and Romans, ed. W. V. Harris, Oxford, pp. 242-
266.   
 
----------. 2011. The Roman Monetary System: The Eastern Provinces from the First to the Third 
Century AD, Cambridge.  
 
Kelly, C. 1998. “Emperors, Government and Bureaucracy,” in The Cambridge Ancient History 
13: The Late Empire, AD 337-425, ed. A. Cameron and P. Garnsey, Cambridge, pp. 138-
183.   
 
Kemmers, F. 2006. Coins for a Legion: An Analysis of the Coin Finds from Augustan Legionary 
Fortress and Flavian Canabae Legionis at Nijmegen, Mainz. 
 
----------. 2009. “Sender or Receiver? Contexts of Coin Supply and Coin Use,” in Coins in 
Context I: New Perspectives for the Interpretation of Coin Finds, ed. H.-M. von Kaenel 
and F. Kemmers, Mainz, pp. 137-156.  
 
----------. 2012. “Review: Katsari, The Roman Monetary System: The Eastern Provinces from the 
First to the Third Century AD,” Journal of Roman Studies 102, pp. 351-352.  
 
Kemmers, F. and N. Myrberg. 2011. “Rethinking Numismatics. The Archaeology of Coins,” 
Archaeological Dialogues 18.1, pp. 87-108.  
 
Kennedy, D. L. 1989. “The Military Contribution of Syria to the Roman Imperial Army,” in The 
Eastern Frontier of the Roman Empire: Proceedings of a Colloquium held at Ankara in 
September 1988 1, ed. D. H. French and C. S. Lightfoot, Oxford, pp. 235-246.  
 
Kennedy, D. L., ed. 1996. The Roman Army in the East, Ann Arbor.  
 
  421 
Kent, J. P. C. 1974. “Interpreting Coin-Finds,” in Coins and the Archaeologist, ed. J. Casey and 
R. Reece, Oxford, pp. 184-200. 
 
Kindler, A. 1982-1983. “The Status of Cities in the Syro-Palestinian Area as Reflected by their 
Coins,” Israel Numismatic Journal 6-7, pp. 79-87.  
 
----------. 1989. “Numismatic Report,” in Excavations at Tel Michal, Israel, ed. Z. Herzog, G. 
Rapp, Jr., and O. Negbi, Minneapolis, pp. 320-332.  
 
----------. 1999. “The Coin Finds at the Excavations of Bethsaida,” in Bethsaida: A City by the 
North Shore of the Sea of Galilee 2, ed. R. Arav and R. A. Freund, Kirksville, pp. 250-
268.  
 
King, C. E. 1979. “The Value of Hoards and Site Finds in Relation to Monetary Circulation in 
the Late Third and Early 4th Centuries A.D.,” Studien zu Fundmünzen der Antike 1, pp. 
79-98.  
 
King, C. E. and D. G. Wigg, eds. 1996. Coin Finds and Coin Use in the Roman World: The 
Thirteenth Oxford Symposium on Coinage and Monetary History, Berlin.   
 
Kirkman, J. S. 1957. “The Evidence of the Coins,” in The Objects from Samaria, ed. J. W. 
Crowfoot, G. M. Crowfoot, and K. Kenyon, London, 43-70.  
 
Kiwan, K. 2012. “Cinq trésors romains de Syrie,” American Journal of Numismatics 24, pp. 123-
132.  
 
Klengel, H. 1992. Syria: 3000 to 300 B.C.; A Handbook of Political History, Berlin. 
 
Klose, D. O. A. 2005. “Festivals and Games in the Cities of the East during the Roman Empire,” 
in Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces, ed. C. Howgego, V. Heuchert, and A. 
Burnett, Oxford, pp. 125-133. 
 
Knowles, A. K. 2008. “GIS and History,” in Placing History: How Maps, Spatial Data, and GIS 
are Changing Historical Scholarship, ed. A. K. Knowles, pp. 1-26. 
 
Kondoleon, C, ed. 2000a. Antioch: The Lost Ancient City, Princeton.  
 
Kondoleon, C. 2000b. “Mosaics of Antioch,” in Antioch: The Lost Ancient City, ed. C. 
Kondoleon, Princeton, pp. 63-77.  
 
Kosmin, P. 2014. The Land of the Elephant Kings: Space, Territory, and Ideology in the Seleucid 
Empire, Cambridge.  
 
Kraay, C. 1962. Die Münzfunde von Vindonissa bis Trajan, Basel. 
 
  422 
Kraeling, C. H. 1932. “Jewish Community at Antioch,” Journal of Biblical Literature 51.2, pp. 
130-160.  
 
----------. 1964. “A New Greek Inscription from Antioch on the Orontes,” American Journal of 
Archaeology 68, pp. 178-179.  
 
Kraft, K. 1972. Das System der kaiserzeitlichen Münzprägung in Kleinasien; Materialien und 
Entwürfe, Berlin.   
 
Kramer, N. 2004. Gindaros: Geschichte und Archäologie einer Siedlung im nordwestlichen 
Syrien von hellenistischer bis in frühbyzantische Zeit, Rahden.  
 
Krmnicek, S. 2005. “Relations between the Patterns of Coin Circulation in Venetia et Histria and 
the Provinces of Noricum Mediterraneum and Ripense in Late Roman Times,” in 
Proceedings of the IX Symposium on Mediterranean Archaeology, ed. O. Menozzi, M. L. 
Di Marzio, and D. Fossataro, Oxford, pp. 251-257.   
 
Kroll, J. H. 1993. The Athenian Agora 26: The Greek Coins, Princeton.  
 
Kropp, A. J. 2013. Images and Monuments of Near Eastern Dynasts, 100 BC – AD 100, Oxford.  
 
Krzyzanowska, A. 1979. “La circulation monétaire à Palmyre d'après le matérial provenant de 
fouilles,” Wiadomiści Numizmatyczne 23.1, pp. 44-52.  
 
Kuhrt, A. 1995. The Ancient Near East, c. 3000-330 BC, London.   
 
Lavan, L. 2003. “The Political Topography of the Late Antique City: Activity Spaces in 
Practice,” in Theory and Practice in Late Antique Archaeology, ed. L. Lavan and W. 
Bowden, Leiden, pp. 314-337.  
 
Leblanc, J. and G. Poccardi. 1999. “Étude de la permanence de tracés urbains et ruraux antiques 
à Antioche-sur-l’Oronte,” Syria 76, pp. 91-126.  
 
----------. 2004. L’eau domestiquée et l’eau sauvage à Antioche-sur-l’Oronte: problèmes de 
gestion,” in Antioche de Syrie: Histoire, images et traces de la ville antique / Colloque 
organisé par B. Cabouret, P.-L. Gatier et C. Saliou, Lyon, Maison de l'Orient et de la 
Méditerranée, 4-6 octobre 2001, ed. B. Cabouret, P.-L. Gatier, and C. Saliou. Lyon, pp. 
239-256.   
 
Lehmann, G. 2014. “The Levant during the Persian Period,” in The Oxford Handbook of the 
Archaeology of the Levant, c. 8000-332 BCE, ed. M. L. Steiner and A. E. Killebrew, 
Oxford, pp. 841-851.   
 
Leonard, R. D. 1993. “Cut Bronze Coins in the Ancient Near East,” in Proceedings of the XIth 
International Numismatic Congress organized for the 150th anniversary of the Société 
Royale de Numismatique de Belgique Brussels, September 8th-13th 1991 1: Monnaies 
  423 
grecques et grecques d’époque impériale, ed. Séminaire de Numismatique Marcel Hoc, 
Louvain-la-Neuve, pp. 363-370.    
 
Le Rider, G. 1965. Suse sous les Séleucides et les Parthes: Les trouvailles monétaires et 
l'histoire de la ville (Memoires de la Mission Archéologique en Iran. XXXVIII), Paris.  
 
----------. 1998. Séleucie du Tigre: Les monnaies séleucides et parthes (Missione in Iraq 1), 
Firenze.   
 
Levick, B. 1999. “Messages on the Roman Coinage: Types and Inscriptions,” in Roman Coins 
and Public Life under the Empire: E.Togo Salmon Papers II, ed. G. M. Paul, Ann Arbor, 
pp. 41-60.  
 
Levy, B. 2006. “Later Tyrian Shekels: Dating the ‘Crude’ Issues; Reading the Controls,” in XIII 
Congreso Internacional de Numismática, Madrid, 2003: Actas-proceedings-actes 1, ed. 
C. Alfaro Asins, C. Marcos Alonso, and P. Otero Morán, Madrid, pp. 885-890. 
 
Levy, D. 1947. Antioch Mosaic Pavements, Princeton.  
 
Liebeschuetz, J. H. W. G. 1959. “The Syriarch in the Fourth Century,” Historia 8.1, pp. 113-126.    
 
----------. 1972. Antioch: City and Imperial Administration in the Later Roman Empire, Oxford.  
 
----------. 1992. “The End of the Ancient City,” in The City in Late Antiquity, ed. J. Rich, 
London, pp. 1-49.  
 
----------. 2001. Decline and Fall of the Roman City, Oxford.  
 
----------. 2004. “Malalas on Antioch,” in Antioche de Syrie: Histoire, images et traces de la ville 
antique / Colloque organisé par B. Cabouret, P.-L. Gatier et C. Saliou, Lyon, Maison de 
l’Orient et de la Méditerranée, 4-6 octobre 2001 (Topoi Supplément 5), ed. B. Cabouret, 
P.-L. Gatier, and C. Saliou, Lyon, pp. 143-153. 
 
Lightfoot, C. S. 1991. Recent Turkish Coin Hoards and Numismatic Studies, Oxford.   
 
----------. 1996a. “The Coins from Satala,” in Studies in Ancient Coinage from Turkey, ed. R. 
Ashton, pp. 147-150. 
 
----------. 1996b. “The Coins from Tille,” in Studies in Ancient Coinage from Turkey, ed. R. 
Ashton, London, 139-145.  
 
----------. 2012. “Section 2: Catalogue of Coin Finds, 1987-2006,” in The Amorium Mint and the 
Coin Finds, ed. C. Katsari, C. S. Lightfoot, and A. Özme, Berlin, pp. 121-165. 
 
Lo Cascio, E. 1981. “State and Coinage in the Late Republic and Early Empire,” Journal of 
Roman Studies 71, pp. 76-86.  
  424 
 
----------. 1996. “How did the Romans View their Coinage and its Function?” in Coin Finds and 
Coin Use in the Roman World: The Thirteenth Oxford Symposium on Coinage and 
Monetary History, ed. by C. E. King and D. G. Wigg, Berlin, pp. 273-287. 
 
----------. 2005. “The Emperor and his Administration,” in The Cambridge Ancient History 12: 
The Crisis of Empire, AD 193-337, ed. A. K. Bowman, P. Garnsey, and A. Cameron, 
Cambridge, pp. 131-183. 
 
Lockyear, K. 2000. “Site Finds in Roman Britain: A Comparison of Techniques,” Oxford 
Journal of Archaeology 19.4, pp. 397-423.  
 
----------. 2007. “Where do We Go from Here? Recording and Analysing Roman Coins from 
Archaeological Excavations,” Britannia 38, pp. 211-224.  
 
Lönnqvist, K. 2009. New Perspectives on the Roman Coinage on the Eastern Limes in the Late 
Republican and Roman Imperial Period, Saarbrücken. 
 
Lönnqvist, K. and M. Lönnqvist. 2006. “The Numismatic Chronology of Qumran: Fact or 
Fiction,” The Numismatic Chronology 166, pp. 121-165.   
 
Lorber, C. C. 2012. “The Coinage of the Ptolemies,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and 
Roman Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 210-234. 
 
Loseby, S. T. 2009. “Mediterranean Cities,” in A Companion to Late Antiquity, ed. P. Rousseau, 
Chichester, pp. 139-155.  
 
Lund, J. 1993. “The Archaeological Evidence for the Transition from the Persian Period to the 
Hellenistic Age in Northwestern Syria,” Transeuphratène 6, pp. 27-45.  
 
----------. 2003. “Eastern Sigillata B: A Ceramic Fine Ware Industry in the Political and 
Commercial Landscape of the Eastern Mediterranean,” in Les céramiques en Anatolie 
aux époques hellénistique et romaine, ed. C. Abadie-Reynal, Istanbul, pp. 125-136. 
 
----------. 2006. “Writing Long-term History with Potsherds: Problems-Prospects,” in Old Pottery 
in a New Century: Innovating Perspectives on Roman Pottery Studies: Atti Del Convegno 
Internazionale Di Studi, Catania, 22-24 Aprile 2004, ed. D. Malfitana, J. Poblome, and J. 
Lund, Catania, pp. 213-227.  
 
Ma, J. 1999. Antiochos III and the Cities of Western Asia Minor, Oxford.  
 
----------. 2000. “Fighting Poleis of the Hellenistic World,” in War and Violence in Ancient 
Greece, ed. H. van Wees, London, pp. 337-376.   
 
Maas, M. 2000. “People and Identity in Roman Antioch,” in Antioch: The Lost Ancient City, ed. 
C. Kondoleon, Princeton, pp. 13-22.  
  425 
 
MacDonald, G. 1902. “The Coinage of Tigranes I,” Numismatic Chronicle 2, pp. 193-201.  
 
-----------. 1904. “The Pseudo-autonomous Coinage of Antioch.” Numismatic Chronicle 4, pp. 
105-135.  
 
MacDonald, D. J. 1976. Greek and Roman Coins from Aphrodisias (BAR Supplementary Series 
9), Oxford.   
 
MacDowall, D. W. 1978. “The Organisation of the Julio-Claudian Mint at Rome,” in Scripta 
Romana Nummaria: Essays Presented to Humphrey Sutherland, ed. R. A. G. Carson and 
C. M. Kraay, London, 32-46.  
 
----------. 1979. The Western Coinages of Nero, New York. 
 
Macro, A. D. 1976. “Imperial Provisions for Pergamum: OGIS 484,” Greek, Roman and 
Byzantine Studies 17.2, pp. 169-179. 
 
Maguire, H. 2001. “The Good Life,” in Interpreting Late Antiquity: Essays on the Postclassical 
World, ed. G. W. Bowersock, P. Brown, and O. Grabar, Cambridge, pp. 238-257.  
 
Marot, T. 1998. Las monedas del Macellum de Gerasa (Ŷaraš, Jordania): Aproximación a la 
circulación monetaria en la provincia de Arabia, Madrid. 
 
Marques de Faria, A. 1991-1992. “Achados monetários em Idanha-a-Velha,” Nummus 14-15, pp. 
121-168.   
 
Marthaler, B. L. 1968. “Two Studies in the Greek Imperial Coinage of Asia Minor” (diss. Univ. 
of Minnesota). 
 
Martin, A. 2005. “Variation in Ceramic Assemblages as an Indicator of Openness to Trade,” in 
Terra Marique: Studies in Art History and Marine Archaeology in Honor of Anna 
Marguerite McCann on the Receipt of the Gold Medal of the Archaeological Institute of 
America, ed. J. Pollini, Oxford, pp. 61-76.  
 
Martinez-Seve, L. 2004. “Peuple d’Antioche et dynastie séleucide,” in Antioche de Syrie: 
Histoire, images et traces de la ville antique / Colloque organisé par B. Cabouret, P.-L. 
Gatier et C. Saliou, Lyon, Maison de l’Orient et de la Méditerranée, 4-6 octobre 2001 
(Topoi Supplément 5), ed. B. Cabouret, P.-L. Gatier, and C. Saliou, Lyon, pp. 21-41.   
 
Matthews, J. F. 1984. “The Tax Law of Palmyra: Evidence for Economic History in a City of the 
Roman East,” Journal of Roman Studies 74, pp. 157-80. 
 
McAlee, R. 2007. The Coins of Roman Antioch, Lancaster.  
 
  426 
McCormick, M. 2001. Origins of the European Economy: Communications and Commerce, A.D. 
300-900, Cambridge.  
 
McDowell, R. H. 1935. Coins from Seleucia on the Tigris, Ann Arbor.  
 
Meadows, A. 2001. “Money, Freedom, and Empire in the Hellenistic World,” in Money and its 
Uses in the Ancient Greek World, ed. A. Meadows and K. Shipton, Oxford. 
 
Meeks, W. A. and R. L. Wilken. 1978. Jews and Christians in Antioch in the First Four 
Centuries of the Common Era, Missoula. 
 
Meir, C. 2000. “Coins: The Historical Evidence of the Ancient City of Jaffa,” in XII. 
Internationaler Numismatischer Kongress Berlin 1997 1, ed. B. Kluge and B. Weisser, 
Berlin, pp. 123-130. 
 
Meshorer, Y. 1982. Ancient Jewish Coinage, 2 vols., New York.   
 
----------. 1985. “A Hoard of Coins from the Time of the Jewish War Against Rome,” 
Michmanim 2, pp. 43-45.   
 
----------. 1989. “The Coins of Masada,” in Masada I: The Yigael Yadin Excavations 1963-1965 
– Final Reports, Jerusalem, pp. 69-132. 
 
----------. 1994. “Coins,” in Tel Anafa I: Final Report on Ten Years of Excavation at a Hellenistic 
and Roman Settlement in Northern Israel, ed. S. Herbert, Ann Arbor, pp. 241-260.  
 
----------. 2001. A Treasury of Jewish Coins: From the Persian Period to Bar Kokhba, Jerusalem.  
 
Metcalf, D. M., R. Kool, and A. Berman. 1999. “Coins from the Excavations at ‘Atlit (Pilgrims’ 
Castle and its Faubourg),” Atiqot 37, pp. 88-164.  
 
Metcalf, W. E. 1975. “The Tell Kalak Hoard and Trajan’s Arabian Mint,” American Numismatic 
Society Museum Notes 20, pp. 39-108.  
 
----------. 1977a. “A Note on Trajan’s Latin Aes from Antioch,” American Numismatic Society 
Museum Notes 22, pp. 68-70.  
 
----------. 1977b. “The Antioch Hoard of Antoniniani and the Eastern Coinage of Trebonianus 
Gallus and Volusian,” American Numismatic Society Museum Notes 22, pp. 71-94.  
 
----------. 1981. “The Coins from the Cisterns 1977.1, 1977.2 and 1977.3,” in Excavations at 
Carthage 1977 Conducted by the University of Michigan 6, ed. J. H. Humphrey, Ann 
Arbor, pp. 79-84. 
 
----------. 1982a. “The Coins – 1978,” in Excavations at Carthage 1978 Conducted by the 
University of Michigan 7, ed. J. H. Humphrey, Ann Arbor, pp. 63-168. 
  427 
 
----------. 1982b. “The Flavians in the East,” in Actes du 9ème Congrès International de 
Numismatique: Berne, Septembre 1979, ed. T. Hackens and R. Weiler, Louvain-la-
Neuve, pp. 321-339.   
 
----------. 1999. “Coins as Primary Evidence,” in Roman Coins and Public Life under the 
Empire; E. Togo Salmon Papers II, ed. G. M. Paul and M. Ierardi, Ann Arbor, 1-17. 
 
----------. 2000. “The Mint of Antioch,” in Antioch: The Lost Ancient City, ed. C. Kondoleon, 
Princeton, pp. 105-111.  
 
----------. 2012. “Introduction,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman Coinage, ed. W. 
E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 3-11.  
 
Metcalf, W. E. and R. B. Hitchner. 1980. “The Coins – 1977,” in Excavations at Carthage 1977 
Conducted by the University of Michigan 5, ed. J. H. Humphrey, New Delhi, pp. 185-
189.   
 
Metzger, B. M. 1948. “Antioch-on-the-Orontes,” The Biblical Archaeologist 11.4, pp. 69-88.  
 
Michaelidou-Nicolaou, I. 1993. “Four Ptolemaic/Roman Hoards from Cyprus,” Numismatic 
Chronicle 153, pp. 11-29.  
 
Millar, F. 1966. “The Emperor, the Senate and the Provinces,” Journal of Roman Studies 56, pp. 
156-166.   
 
----------. 1977. Emperor in the Roman World, Ithaca.  
 
----------. 1987. “The Problem of Hellenistic Syria,” in Hellenism in the East: The Interaction of 
Greek and Non-Greek Civilizations from Syria to Central Asia after Alexander, London, 
pp. 110-133. 
 
----------. 1990. “The Roman Coloniae of the Near East: A Study of Cultural Relations,” in 
Roman Eastern Policy and Other Studies in Roman History: Proceedings of a 
Colloquium at Tvärminne 2-3 October 1987, ed. H. Solin and M. Kajava, Helsinki, pp. 7-
58. 
 
----------. 1993a. “The Greek City in the Roman Period,” in The Ancient Greek City-State: 
Symposium on the Occasion of the 250th Anniversary of the Royal Danish Academy of 
Sciences and Letters, July, 1-4 1992, ed. M. H. Hansen, Copenhagen. 
 
----------. 1993b. The Roman Near East, 31 BC-AD 337, Cambridge.   
 
----------. 2006. Rome, the Greek World, and the East 3: The Greek World, the Jews, and the 
East, ed. H. M. Cotton and G. M. Rogers, Chapel Hill.   
 
  428 
Milne, J. G. 1935. “Report on Coins found at Tebtunis in 1900,” The Journal of Egyptian 
Archaeology 21.2, pp. 210-216.  
 
Mitchell, S. 1987. “Imperial Building in the Eastern Roman Provinces,” Harvard Studies in 
Classical Philology 91, pp. 333-365. 
 
----------. 1993. Anatolia: Land, Men, and Gods in Asia Minor 1, Oxford.  
 
Mørkholm, O. 1966. Antiochus IV of Syria, Copenhagen.  
 
----------. 1967. “The Monetary System of the Seleucid Kings until 129 B.C.,” in The Patterns of 
Monetary Development in Phoenicia and Palestine in Antiquity: Proceedings 
(International Numismatic Convention; Jerusalem; 27-31 December 1963), ed. A. 
Kindler, Jerusalem, pp. 75-87.  
 
----------. 1983. “The Autonomous Tetradrachms of Laodicea ad Mare,” American Numismatic 
Society Museum Notes 28, pp. 89-107. 
 
----------. 1984. “The Monetary System in the Seleucid Empire after 187 B.C.,” in Ancient Coins 
of the Graeco-Roman World (The Nickle Numismatic Papers), ed. W. Heckel and R. 
Sullivan, Waterloo, pp. 93-113.  
 
----------. 1991. Early Hellenistic Coinage: From the Accession of Alexander to the Peace of 
Apamea (335-186 B.C.), Cambridge.  
 
Netzer, E. 2006. The Architecture of Herod, the Great Builder, Germany. 
 
Newell, E. T. [1918] 1978. The Seleucid Mint of Antioch, New York.  
 
----------. 1919. “The Pre-Imperial Coinage of Roman Antioch,” Numismatic Chronicle 19, pp. 
69-113.  
 
----------. 1938. Miscellanea Numismatica: Cyrene to India (Numismatic Notes and Monographs 
No. 82), New York. 
 
----------. 1941. The Coinage of the Western Seleucid Mints from Seleucus I to Antioch III, New 
York.  
 
Newell, E. T. and O. Mørkholm. 1977. The Coinage of the Western Seleucid Mints from 
Seleucus I to Antiochus III (Numismatic Studies No. 4), New York.  
 
Newton, D. 2006. “Found Coins as Indicators of Coins in Circulation: Testing Some 
Assumptions,” European Journal of Archaeology 9.2-3, pp. 211-227.  
 
Nicolaou, I. 1990. Paphos 2: The Coins from the House of Dionysos, Nicosia.   
 
  429 
Nixon, C. E. V. 2002. “The Coins,” in Jebel Khalid on the Euphrates 1: Report on the 
Excavations 1986-1996, ed. G.W. Clarke, Sydney, pp. 291-335. 
 
Noe, S. P. 1937. A Bibliography of Greek Coin Hoards (Numismatic Notes and Monographs No. 
78), New York.  
 
Noreña, C. F. 2001. “The Communication of the Emperor’s Virtues,” Journal of Roman Studies 
91, pp. 146-168.  
 
----------. 2011. Imperial Ideals in the Roman West: Representation, Circulation, Power, 
Cambridge.  
 
Norman, A. F. 2000. Antioch as a Centre of Hellenic Culture as Observed by Libanius, 
Liverpool.   
 
Norris, F. 1982. “Isis, Sarapis and Demeter in Antioch of Syria,” The Harvard Theological 
Review 75.2, pp. 189-207.  
 
Noy, D. 2000. Foreigners at Rome: Citizens and Strangers, London. 
 
Oates, D. and J. Oates. 1959. “Ain Sinu: A Roman Frontier Post in Northern Iraq,” Iraq 21.2, pp. 
207-242.  
 
Oettel, A. 2005. “Die antiken Münzen aus Tall Seh Hamad: Die Funde der Grabungskampagnen 
1978 bis 2000,” Magdalu/Magdala: Tall Seh Hamad von der postassyrischen Zeit bis zur 
römischen Kaiserzeit, ed. H. Kuhne, Berlin, pp. 161-186.  
 
Ogden, D. 2011. “Seleucid Dynastic Foundation Myths: Antioch and Seleucia-in-Pieria,” in 
Seleucid Dissolution: The Sinking of the Anchor, ed. K. Erickson and G. Ramsey, 
Wiesbaden, pp. 149-160.  
 
Orton, C. R. 1980. Mathematics in Archaeology, London.  
 
Parks, D. A. 2004. The Roman Coinage of Cyprus, ed. A. G. Pitsillides, Nicosia.  
 
Pamir, H. 2012. “Preliminary Results of the Recent Archaeological Researches in Antioch on the 
Orontes and its Vicinity,” in Les sources de l’histoire du paysage urbain d’Antioche sur 
l’Oronte, Actes des journées d’études des 20 et 21 septembre 2010, ed. C. Saliou, Paris, 
pp. 259-270.  
 
Peacock, D. P. S. 1982. Pottery in the Roman World: An Ethnoarchaeological Approach, 
London. 
 
Pekáry, T. 1971. Die Fundmünzen von Vindonissa von Hadrian bis zum Ausgang der 
Römerherrschaft, Brugg.  
 
  430 
Peña, J. T. 2007. Roman Pottery in the Archaeological Record, Cambridge. 
 
Pereira, I., J.-P. Bost, and J. Hiernard. 1974. Fouilles de Conimbriga 3: Les monnaies, Paris.    
 
Peter, M. 1996. “Die Fundmünzen,” in Petra: Ez Zantur I. Ergebnisse der schweizerisch-
liechtensteinischen Ausgrabungen 1988-1992, ed. A. Bignasca, Mainz, pp. 91-127.   
 
Picard, Olivier, et al. 2012. Les monnaies des fouilles du Centre d’Etudes Alexandrines; Les 
monnayages de bronze à Alexandrie de la conquête d’Alexandre à l’Egypte moderne, 
Alexandria.  
 
Polosa, A. 2010. “The Coins,” in Elaiussa Sebaste 3: L’Agora Romana, ed. E. E. Schneider, 
Istanbul, pp. 164-185. 
 
Pollard, N. 2000. Soldiers, Cities, and Civilians in Roman Syria, Ann Arbor. 
 
Popovitch, L. 2001. “Catalogue des Monnaies Romaines,” in Alésia: Fouilles et Recherches 
Franco-Allemandes sur les Travaux Militaires Romains Autour du Mont-Auxois (1991-
1997) 2: Le matériel, ed. P. Barral, Paris, pp. 85-104.  
 
Potter, D. 1996. “Emperors, Their Borders and Their Neighbours: The Scope of Imperial 
Mandata,” in The Roman Army in the East, ed. D. L. Kennedy, Ann Arbor. 
 
Preda, C. 1973. Histria 3: Descoperirile monetare, 1914-1970, Bucures ̨ti.  
 
Price, M. J. 1988. “The Coins,” in The Anubieion at Saqqara 1: The Settlement and the Temple 
Precinct, ed. D. G. Jeffreys and H. S. Smith, London, pp. 66-76. 
 
Prieur, M. and K. Prieur. 2000. A Type Corpus of the Syro-Phoenician Tetradrachms and their 
Fractions from 57 BC to AD 253, London.  
 
Raja, R. 2012. Urban Development and Regional Identity in the Eastern Roman Provinces, 50 
BC-AD 250: Aphrodisias, Ephesos, Athens, Gerasa, Copenhagen.  
 
Ramsey, G. 2011. “Seleucid Administration – Effectiveness and Dysfunction among Officials,” 
in Seleucid Dissolution: The Sinking of the Anchor, ed. K. Erickson and G. Ramsey, 
Wiesbaden, pp. 37-50.  
 
Raschke, M. G. 1978. “New Studies in Roman Commerce with the East,” in Aufstieg und 
Niedergang der römischen Welt II.9.2, ed. H. Temporini, Berlin, pp. 604-1361. 
 
Ravetz, A. 1964. “The Fourth-century Inflation and Romano-British Coin Finds,” Numismatic 
Chronicle 7, pp. 201-231.  
 
Raymond, A. 2011. “Denny Raymond, 1893-2008: A Case Study in Historical GIS,” Social 
Science History 35.4, pp. 571-597.  
  431 
 
Reece, R. 1972. “A Short Survey of the Roman Coins Found on Fourteen Sites in Britain,” 
Britannia 3, pp. 269-276. 
 
----------. 1973. “Roman Coinage in the Western Empire,” Britannia 4, pp. 227-251.  
 
----------. 1974. “Clustering of Coin Finds in Britain, France and Italy,” in Coins and the 
Archaeologist, ed. J. Casey and R. Reece, Oxford, pp. 73-85. 
 
----------. 1982. “Roman Coinage in the Western Mediterranean: A Quantitative Approach,” 
Opus 1, pp. 341-350.  
 
----------. 1987. Coinage in Roman Britain, London. 
 
----------. 1993a. “British Sites and their Roman Coins,” Antiquity 67.257, pp. 863-869.   
 
----------. 1993b. “The Interpretation of Site Finds – A Review,” in Coin Finds and Coin Use in 
the Roman World: The Thirteenth Oxford Symposium on Coinage and Monetary History 
25.-27.3.1993, ed. C. E. King and D. G. Wigg, Berlin, pp. 341-356.   
 
----------. 1995. “Site-Finds in Roman Britain,” Britannia 26, pp. 179-206.  
 
----------. 1996. “The Interpretation of Site Finds – A Review,” in Coin Finds and Coin Use in 
the Roman World: The Thirteenth Oxford Symposium on Coinage and Monetary History, 
ed. C. E. King and D. G. Wigg, Berlin, pp. 341-355. 
 
----------. 2005. “The Coins,” in The Excavation of the Roman Fort at Reculver, Kent, ed. B. 
Philip, Dover, pp. 103-112.  
 
Reece, R., H. Brown, K. Butcher, and M. Metcalf. 2008. “Jerusalem: The Coins,” in Excavations 
by K.M. Kenyon in Jerusalem 1961-1967 5: Discoveries in Hellenistic to Ottoman 
Jerusalem, ed. K. Prag, London, pp. 411-431.  
 
Reisner, G. A, ed. 1924. Harvard Excavations at Samaria, 1908-1910, Cambridge.   
 
Rey-Coquais, J.-P. 1978. “Syrie Romaine, de Pompée à Dioclétien,” Journal of Roman Studies 
68, pp. 44-73. 
 
----------. 1989. “La Syrie de Pompée à Dioclétien,” in Archéologie et histoire de la Syrie 2: La 
Syrie de l’époque achéménide à l’avènement de l’Islam, ed. J.-M. Dentzer and W. 
Orthmann, Saarbrücken, pp. 45-61. 
 
Rhodes, M. “The Roman Coinage from London Bridge and the Development of the City and 
Southwark,” Britannia 22, pp. 179-190.  
 
Rigsby, K. J. 1996. Asylia: Territorial Inviolability in the Hellenistic World, Berkeley.   
  432 
 
Ringel, J. 1974. “Un trésor de tétradrachmes séleucides retiré de la mer de Haïfa (Israël),” Revue 
Numismatique 6.16, pp. 42-48. 
 
Robert, L. 1977. “La titulature de Nicée et de Nicomédie: la gloire et la haine,” Harvard Studies 
in Classical Philology 81, pp. 1-39.  
 
Roller, D. W. 1998. The Building Program of Herod the Great, Berkeley.  
 
Rostovtzeff, M. I., F. E. Brown, and C. B. Welles, eds. 1939. The Excavations at Dura Europos 
Conducted by Yale University and the French Academy of Inscriptions and Letters 7-8: 
Preliminary Report of the Seventh and Eight Seasons of Work 1933-1934 and 1934-1935, 
New Haven.  
 
Ryan, N. S. 1988. Fourth-century Coin Finds from Roman Britain: A Computer Analysis, 
Oxford.  
 
Saliou, C. 2012a. “Les sources antiques: esquisse de présentation générale,” in Les sources de 
l’histoire du paysage urbain d’Antioche sur l’Oronte, Actes des journées d’études des 20 
et 21 septembre 2010, ed. C. Saliou, Paris, pp. 25-42. 
 
Saliou, C, ed. 2012b. Les sources de l’histoire du paysage urbain d’Antioche sur l’Oronte, Actes 
des journées d’études des 20 et 21 septembre 2010, Paris. 
 
Salmeri, G. 2011. “Reconstructing the Political Life and Culture of the Greek Cities of the 
Roman Empire,” in Political Culture in the Greek City after the Classical Age, ed. O. M. 
van Nijf & R. Alston, Leuven, pp. 197-214.  
 
Sandwell, I. 2007. Religious Identity in Late Antiquity: Greeks, Jews and Christians in Antioch, 
Cambridge.   
 
Sartre, M. 1989. “La Syrie sous la domination achéménide,” in Archéologie et histoire de la 
Syrie 2: La Syrie de l’époque achéménide à l’avénement de l’Islam, ed. J.-M. Dentzer and 
W. Orthmann, Saarbrücken, pp. 9-18.  
 
----------. 1991. L'Orient romain: Provinces et sociétés provinciales en Méditerranée orientale 
d'Auguste aux Sévères (31 avant J.-C-235 après J.-C.), Paris. 
 
----------. 2001. D'Alexandre à Zénobie: Histoire du Levant antique: IVe siècle avant J.-C.-IIIe 
siècle après J.-C., Paris.  
 
----------. 2005. The Middle East under Rome, trans. C. Porter, E. Rawlings, and J. Routier-Pucci, 
Cambridge.   
 
Sawaya, Z. 2005. “Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Coins from Baalbek: Preliminary Report 
and Historical Problems,” BAAL 9, pp. 147-160.  
  433 
 
----------. 2011. “The Coin Finds from Hellenistic and Roman Berytos (Fourth Century BC – 
Third Century AD),” Proceedings of the XIVth International Numismatic Congress, 
Glasgow, 2009, ed. N. Holmes, Glasgow, pp. 376-381.  
 
Schäfer, P. 2003. The History of the Jews in the Greco-Roman World, rev. ed., London.   
 
Scheers, S. 1993a. “Catalogue of the Coins Found during the Years 1990 and 1991,” in 
Sagalassos 1: First General Report on the Survey (1986-1989) and Excavations (1990-
1991), ed. M. Waelkens, Leuven, pp. 173-196.  
 
----------. 1993b. “Catalogue of the Coins Found in 1992,” in Sagalassos 2: Report on the Third 
Excavation Campaign of 1992, ed. M. Waelkens and J. Poblome, Leuven, pp. 249-260.  
 
----------. 1995. “Catalogue of the Coins Found in 1993,” in Sagalassos 3: Report on the Fourth 
Excavation Campaign of 1993, ed. M. Waelkens and J. Poblome, Leuven, pp. 307-326.   
 
----------. 1997a. “Coins Found during 1994 and 1995,” in Sagalossos 4: Report on the Survey 
and Excavation Campaigns of 1994 and 1995, ed. M. Waelkens and J. Poblome, Leuven, 
pp. 315-350.  
 
----------. 1997b. “La circulation monétaire a Ordona,” in Ordona 9: Rapports et études, ed. J. 
Mertens, Brussels, pp. 293-371.  
 
----------. 2000. “Coins Found during 1996 and 1997,” in Sagalassos 5: Report on the Survey and 
Excavation Campaigns of 1996 and 1997, ed. M. Waelkens and L. Loots, Leuven, pp. 
509-552.  
 
Schlosser, E. 2000. “Weights of the Tetradrachms of Antioch from Augustus to Trebonianus 
Gallus,” in Internationaler Numismatischer Kongress Berlin 1997 1, Berlin, pp. 724-727.     
 
Segal, A. 1997. From Function to Monument: Urban Landscapes of Roman Palestine, Syria and 
Provincia Arabia, Oxford. 
 
Seton-Williams, M. V. 1967. “The Excavations at Tell Rifa’at, 1964 Second Preliminary 
Report,” Iraq 29.1, pp. 16-33.  
 
Seyrig, H. 1950. “Antiquités syriennes,” Syria 27.1, pp. 5-56.   
 
----------. 1955. “Trésor monétaire de Nisibe,” Revue Numismatique 17, pp. 85-128. 
 
----------. 1970. “Antiquités syriennes,” Syria 47:3/4, pp. 287-311. 
 
Sheedy, K., R. Carson, and A. Walmsley. 2001. Pella in Jordan 1979-1990: The Coins, ed. K. da 
Costa, Sydney. 
 
  434 
Shennan, S. 1997. Quantifying Archaeology, 2nd ed, Edinburgh.  
 
Shepherd, I. D. H. 2008. “Travails in the Third Dimension: A Critical Evaluation of Three-
dimensional Geographical Visualization,” in Geographic Visualization: Concepts, Tools 
and Applications, ed. M. Dodge, M. McDerby, and M. Turner, Chichester, pp. 199-222.   
 
Sherwin-White, A. N. 1983. Roman Foreign Policy in the East: 168 B.C. to A.D. 1, Norman.  
 
----------. 1992. “Lucullus, Pompey and the East,” in The Cambridge Ancient History 9: The Last 
Age of the Roman Republic, 146-43 BC, 2nd ed., ed. J. A. Crook, A. Lintott, and E. 
Rawson, Cambridge, pp. 229-271.  
 
Sherwin-White, S. and A. Kuhrt. 1993. From Samarkhand to Sardis: A New Approach to the 
Seleucid Empire, London. 
 
Shivtiel, Y. B. Zissu, and H. Eshel. 2009. “The Distribution of Coins of the Jewish War against 
Rome in Galilee and Phoenicia,” Israel Numismatic Journal 2009, pp. 77-87. 
 
Slocum, J. J. 1977. “Another Look at the Coins of Hatra,” The American Numismatic Society 
Museum Notes 22, pp. 37-47. 
 
Smallwood, E. M. 1976. The Jews Under Roman Rule: From Pompey to Diocletian, Leiden.  
 
Solin, H. 1983. “Juden und Syrer im westlichen Teil der römischen Welt: Eine ethnisch-
demographische Studie mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der sprachlichen Zustände,” in 
Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt: Geschichte und Kultur Roms im Spiegel 
der neueren Forschung 2.29.2, Berlin, pp. 587-789. 
 
Spijkerman, A. 1961. “Trésor de sicles juifs trouvé au Mont des Oliviers à Jérusalem,” Schweizer 
Münzblätter 42, pp. 25-32. 
 
Strootman, R. 2011. “Kings and Cities in the Hellenistic Age,” in Political Culture in the Greek 
City after the Classical Age, ed. O. M. van Nijf and R. Alston, Leuven, pp. 141-154.   
 
Soler, E. 2006. Le sacré et le salut à Antioche au IVe siècle apr. J.-C.: Pratiques festives et 
comportements religieux dans le processus de christianisation de la cité, Beyrouth.  
 
Stucky, R. A. 1990. “Hellenistisches Syrien,” in Akten des XIII. Internationalen Kongresses für 
Klassische Archäologie, Berlin 1988, Mainz, pp. 25-31.  
 
Sutherland, C. H. V. 1940. “The Historical Evidence of Greek and Roman Coins,” Greece and 
Rome 9.26, pp. 65-80.  
 
----------. 1976. The Emperor and the Coinage: Julio-Claudian Studies, London.  
 
  435 
Svoronos, I. N. 1907. “Eurema Eleutheroupoleos Palaistines,” Journal international 
d'archéologie numismatique 10, pp. 230-248.  
 
Sydenham, E. A. [1933] 1978. The Coinage of Caesarea in Cappadocia, New York.  
 
Syme, R. 1983. “Hadrian and Antioch,” in Bonner Historia-Augusta-Colloquium 1979/1981, 
Bonn, pp. 321-332.  
 
Takács, S. A. 2000. “Pagan Cults at Antioch,” in Antioch: The Lost Ancient City, ed. C. 
Kondoleon, Princeton, pp. 198-202. 
 
Tal, Oren. 2012. “Greek Coinages of Palestine,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman 
Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 252-274. 
 
Tate, G. 1997. “The Syrian Countryside during the Roman Era,” in The Early Roman Empire in 
the East, ed. S. E. Alcock, Oxford, pp. 55-71.  
 
Temizsoy, I. 1996. “The Ihsaniye Hoard of Antoniniani,” in Studies in Ancient Coinage from 
Turkey (Royal Numismatic Society No. 29), ed. R. Ashton, pp. 99-103.   
 
Terian, A. 2009. “The Coins from the Excavations at Hesban,” in Hesban 12: Small Finds: 
Studies of Bone, Iron, Glass, Figurines, and Stone Objects from Tell Hesban and Vicinity, 
ed. P. J. Ray, Jr., Berrien Springs, pp. 309-352. 
 
“Think Global.” 2006. Nature 439.7078, p. 763. 
 
Thompson, M. 1954. The Athenian Agora 2: Coins from the Roman through the Venetian Period, 
Princeton.  
 
Thompson, M. and N. M. Waggoner. 1985. The Greek, Roman, Byzantine, Arab, Crusader, and 
Modern Coins: Greek, Ptolemaic, Seleucid. Excavations in Jerusalem 1961-1967, ed. A. 
D. Tushingham, Toronto.   
 
Thomsen, R. 1986. Hama: Fouilles et recherches de la fondation Carlsberg 1931-1938 3.3: The 
Graceo-Roman Objects of Clay, the Coins and the Necropolis, Copenhague.  
 
Travaglini, A. and V. G. Camilleri. 2010. Hierapolis di Frigia 4: Le Monete: Campagne di scavo 
1957-2004, Istanbul.  
 
Tufte, E. 2001. The Visual Display of Quantitative Information, 2nd ed., Cheshire.  
 
Turner, P. J. 1989. Roman Coins from India, London.  
 
van der Spek, R. J. 1987. “The Babylonian City,” in Hellenism in the East: The Interaction of 
Greek and Non-Greek Civilizations from Syria to Central Asia after Alexander, ed. A. 
Kuhrt and S. Sherwin-White, London, pp. 57-74.  
  436 
 
----------. 2007. “The Hellenistic Near East,” In The Cambridge Economic History of the Greco-
Roman World, ed. W. Scheidel, I. Morris, and R. Saller, Cambridge, pp. 409-433. 
 
van Heesch, J. 2008. “On the Edge of the Market Economy: Coins used in Social Transactions, 
as Ornaments and as Bullion in the Roman Empire,” in Roman Coins outside the Empire: 
Ways and Phases, Contexts and Functions: Proceedings of the ESF/SCH Exploratory 
Workshop, Radziwill Palace, Nieborow (Poland), 3-6 September 2005, ed. A. Bursche, 
R. Ciolek, and R. Wolters, Wetteren, p. 49-57.  
 
Velázquez Jiménez, A. 1983. “El Tesorillo de ‘Torrecaños’, Guareña (Badajoz): Contribución al 
estudio de la circulación montearia durante el Bajo Imperio en el territorium emeritense,” 
in Augusta Emerita 1, ed. M. Pilar Caldera de Castro and A. Velázquez Jiménez, Madrid, 
pp. 81-190. 
 
Verboven, K. 1994. “The Monetary Enactments of M. Marius Gratidianus,” in Studies in Latin 
Literature and Roman History 7, ed. C. Deroux, Brussels, pp. 117-131.  
 
----------. 2007. “Demise and Fall of the Augustan Monetary System,” in Crises and the Roman 
Empire: Proceedings of the Seventh Workshop of the International Network Impact of 
Empire (Nijmegen, June 20-24, 2006), ed. O. Hekster, G. de Kleijn, and D. Slootjes, 
Leiden, pp. 245-257. 
 
Vitale, M. 2013. Koinon Syrias: Priester, Gymnasiarchen und Metropoleis der Eparchien im 
kaiserzeitlichen Syrien, Berlin.  
 
Vlassopoulos, K. 2007. Unthinking the Greek Polis: Ancient Greek History beyond 
Eurocentrism, Cambridge.  
 
Voegtli, H. 1993. Die Fundmünzen aus der Stadtgrabung von Pergamon, Berlin. 
 
Waage, D. B. 1952. Antioch-on-the-Orontes: Committee for the Excavation of Antioch and its 
Vicinity 4.2: Greek, Roman, Byzantine and Crusader’s Coins, Princeton.   
 
Walbank, F. W. 1993. The Hellenistic World, rev. ed., Cambridge.  
 
Walker, A. S. 1997. “Excavation Coins: The Use and Misuse of Numismatic Evidence in 
Archaeology,” in Numismatic Archaeology; Archaeological Numismatics, ed. K. A. 
Sheedy and C. Papageorgiadou-Banis, Oxford, pp. 17-26.  
 
Walker, D. R. 1988. “The Roman Coins,” in The Temple of Sulis Minerva at Bath 2: The Finds 
from the Sacred Spring, ed. B. Cunliffe, Oxford, pp. 281-358. 
 
Walker, J. 1958. “The Coins of Hatra,” The Numismatic Chronicle 18, pp. 167-172. 
 
  437 
Wallace-Hadrill, A. 1986. “Image and Authority in the Coinage of Augustus,” Journal of Roman 
Studies 76, pp. 66-87.  
 
Walton, P. J. 2011. “Rethinking Roman Britain: An Applied Numismatic Analysis of the Roman 
Coin Data Recorded by the Portable Antiquities Scheme” (diss. Institute of Archaeology, 
Univ. College London).  
 
Ward-Perkins, B. 1998. “The Cities.” In The Cambridge Ancient History 13: The Late Empire, 
AD 337-425, ed. A. Cameron and P. Garnsey, Cambridge, pp. 371-410. 
 
Weiser, W. 1988. “SC als Revers einer Münze der ersten Emission aus Neokaisareia in Galatia 
unter Traianus,” Schweizer Münzblätter 38, pp. 9-12.  
 
Weiss, P. 2005. “The Cities and their Money,” in Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces, 
ed. C. Howgego, V. Heuchert, and A. Burnett, Oxford, pp. 57-68.  
 
Welles, C. B. 1939. “The Inscriptions,” in Gerasa: City of the Decapolis, ed. C. H. Kraeling, 
New Haven, pp. 355-616.  
 
Wheatley, D. and M. Gillings. 2002. Spatial Technology and Archaeology: The Archaeological 
Applications of GIS, London.  
 
Wheeler, E. 1996. “The Laxity of Syrian Legions,” in The Roman Army in the East, ed. D. L. 
Kennedy, Ann Arbor, pp. 229-276. 
 
Whittaker, C. R. and P. Garnsey. 1998. “Rural Life in the Later Roman Empire,” in The 
Cambridge Ancient History 13: The Late Empire, A.D. 337-425, ed. A. Cameron and P. 
Garnsey, Cambridge, pp. 277-311.   
 
Wigg-Wolf, D. 2009. “Sites as Context,” in Coins in Context I: New Perspectives for the 
Interpretation of Coin Finds, ed. H.-M. von Kaenel and F. Kemmers, Mainz, pp. 109-
126.  
 
Will, E. 1989. “Les villes de la Syrie à l’époque hellénistique et romaine,” in Archéologie et 
histoire de la Syrie 2, ed. J.-M. Dentzer and W. Orthmann, Saarbrücken, pp. 223-250. 
 
----------. 1990. “La capitale des Séleucides,” in Akten des XIII. Internationalen Kongresses für 
Klassische Archäologie, Berlin 1988, Mainz, pp. 259-265. 
 
----------. 1997. “Antioche sur l’Oronte, métropole de l’Asie,” Syria 74, pp. 99-113.  
 
----------. 2000. “Antioche, la métropole de l’Asie,” in Mégapoles méditerranéennes: géographie 
urbaine rétrospective. Actes du colloque organisé par l'Ecole française de Rome et la 
Maison méditerranéenne des sciences de l'homme, Rome, 8-11 mai 1996, ed. C. Nicolet, 
R. Ilbert and J.-C. Depaule, Paris, pp. 223-250. 
 
  438 
Wilson, A. 2001. “Sydney Timemap: Integrating Historical Resources using GIS,” History and 
Computing 13 (1), pp. 45-69.  
 
Wolters, R. 2012. “The Julio-Claudians,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman 
Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 335-355.  
 
Woolf, G. 1994. “Becoming Roman, Staying Greek: Culture, Identity and the Civilizing Process 
in the Roman East,” Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society 40, pp. 116-143. 
 
----------. 1997. “The Roman Urbanization of the East,” in The Early Roman Empire in the East, 
ed. S. E. Alcock, Oxford, pp. 1-14.  
 
----------. 2000. Becoming Roman: The Origins of Provincial Civilization in Gaul. Cambridge. 
 
Wruck, W. 1931. Die syrische Provinzialprägung von Augustus bis Traian, Stuttgart.  
 
Yadin, Y. 1966. Masada: Herod’s Fortress and the Zealots’ Last Stand, London. 
 
Yarrow, L. M. 2012. “Antonine Coinage,” in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman 
Coinage, ed. W. E. Metcalf, Oxford, pp. 423-452. 
 
Young, G. K. 2001. Rome’s Eastern Trade: International Commerce and Imperial Policy, 31 BC 
– AD 305, London.  
 
Zetterholm, M. 2003. The Formation of Christianity in Antioch: A Social-scientific Approach to 
the Separation between Judaism and Christianity, London.  
 
Ziegler, R. 1978. “Antiochia, Laodicea und Sidon in der Politik der Severer,” Chiron, pp. 493-
514. 
 
----------. 1996. “Civic Coins and Imperial Campaigns,” in The Roman Army in the East, ed. D. 
L. Kennedy, Ann Arbor, pp. 119-134.  
 
Zissu, B. et al. 2009. “Coins from the Bar Kokhba Revolt Hidden in Me’arat Ha-Te‘omim 
(Mughâret Umm et Tûeimîn), Western Jerusalem Hills,” Israel Numismatic Journal 
2009, pp. 113-147.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  439 
Appendix 1: Making Maps in Google Earth 
This appendix documents the process for creating maps of the distribution of coin finds in 
Google Earth.1359 All coin finds were first recorded in a FileMaker Pro database built by John 
Wallrodt of the University of Cincinnati. This database was designed to export quantitative data 
directly to a file format readable by the Google Earth program. Technical specifics for building 
this type of database can be found at: http://paperlessarchaeology.com/2013/01/24/bar-charts-in-
google-earth-from-filemaker. 
For this project on coin distribution, all coin finds were recorded into the database 
according to the following seven attributes: 
1. Coin Material: Coins were recorded as “silver,” “bronze,” “antoniniani,” or 
“uncertain.” Gold minted or found at Antioch proved to be too rare a find to form a part of this 
distribution study.   
2. Origin: The origin of a coin was recorded according to source territory (e.g., Syria) and 
minting city or issuing authority (e.g., Antioch). In an attempt to retain as many finds as possible, 
it was sometimes necessary to assign a coin’s origin to the wider province rather than a specific 
mint or authority. All locations were given geographical coordinates gathered from Google 
Maps. For many of the lesser known ancient locations (e.g, Singara in Mesopotamia), 
approximate locations or the modern equivalent were found using a combination of the 
Barrington Atlas and additional resources such as the New Pauly. Finds with only a broad 
designation of a province were tied to a single coordinate in the center of the region with the 
designation “Province Name – GENERAL.”  
                                                           
1359 A full version of Google Earth or Google Earth Pro is available for free download at: 
https://www.google.com/earth/ 
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3. Antiochene Subcategory: If a coin was minted at Antioch, it also received an 
assignation to its further subcategory of central, provincial, or civic coin. These subcategories 
include: royal Seleucid, civic Seleucid, imperial Roman, provincial SC, provincial other (e.g., 
tetradrachms), civic “autonomous,” civic “Roman,” and uncertain. The civic coins were 
subdivided in order to test the hypothesis of previous scholars that the inclusion of the Roman 
imperial portrait made a difference in circulation (see Chapter 3).  
 4. Date Range of Coin Issue: The date range of a coin issue was recorded to the greatest 
level of specificity as possible, at times to a single year. These smaller time divisions were later 
grouped into broader chronological periods for the final analysis (see below), but this approach 
kept the database records as detailed as possible. The variation in how coin finds were described 
in a publication occasionally forced artificial chronological designations. Sometimes a vague 
date was given for a coin (e.g., Early Third Century); in these cases, a numerical date span was 
assigned (e.g., 200-225 CE). When two dates were given, the date range was recorded as 
spanning the earliest to the latest point. This is an admittedly imperfect solution to the lack of 
standard notation among coin records mentioned earlier.  
5. Find Spot: Similar to the origin attribute (#2 above), the modern find spot of a coin 
was recorded according to region (e.g., Syria) and specific location (e.g., Antioch). As discussed 
earlier in Chapter 4, all site finds originate from a particular excavation, but hoard finds tend to 
originate outside a controlled site and may have a general find spot (e.g., Syria). Also, like place 
of origin, each location was assigned geographical coordinates gathered from Google Maps. The 
locations of several of the smaller excavation sites were poorly described by their publications 
(e.g., Tell Abou Danne – in the region of Djabboul), so the maps depict the best approximate 
locations.  
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6. Find Type: For all coin finds, the category of find type noted if a coin was a single 
excavation find or was part of a hoard. Given the differences between excavations finds and 
hoard finds, it was important to keep the material separate.  
7. Quantity: How the quantity of finds was recorded differed between site finds and 
hoards. For site finds, like coins of a particular issue date, type, and metal were quantified into a 
single number. For example, the excavation records at Antioch reported two bronze civic issues 
of Antiochene origin dating to 18/17 BCE with an obverse of Zeus. At times this level of 
specificity was not possible or necessary and resulted in larger groupings. For instance, as this 
study was more interested in late antique finds as a block comparison to the earlier periods, all 
Antiochene finds of this period were added into a single quantity.  
In contrast, individual hoards were recorded as a single entry, adding all Antiochene 
coins together into one quantity. The rationale for this is that hoards are a single lost deposit and 
dated by the latest material contained in them rather than by the issuing date of the individual 
coins (see Chapter 4). This may seem like setting up a dataset incompatible to site finds, which 
are recorded here as separate entries and dated by issuing period and not stratigraphic deposit. 
However, the purpose of including hoards was to serve as a check to the pattern of site finds. 
Even though it is not yet possible to examine all coin finds according to their date of deposit 
(perhaps a closer indication to original circulation patterns), the hoard finds may be the best 
indicator we have at this time. A more practical reason also dictates this difference in 
documentation: the hoard lists do not always detail individual issuing periods of the contents, but 
instead simply describe according to quantity of coins by issuing city or mint (e.g., CH VII 154). 
Rather than throw out the material, they were grouped into one entry in order to cover such 
inconsistent records. That said, where detailed information about individual coins was present, it 
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was added to the comments section of that entry for further analysis. 
After recording all coin finds in the FileMaker Pro database, the data needed to be 
transformed into a format understood by Google Earth. This was done in a series of database 
queries, then exports into KML format using codes for the file names. For example, a series of 
searches on the database gathered and saved records into divisions by time period, material, and, 
if minted at Antioch, category of coin. For this study there were two distinct sets of queries: one 
for Antiochene coins generally (keeping hoard data separate from site finds) and one for coins 
found through excavation at Antioch. Wallrodt’s database allowed me to view the summary of 
the search results by either source city (important for finds at Antioch) or find city (important for 
finds originating at Antioch). For example, a search for all the records of site finds of civic 
Roman bronze coins minted at Antioch during the time of Tiberius (14-37 CE) yielded four cities 
where this type was found: Antioch (2 coins), Dura-Europos (2 coins), Seleucia Pieria (2 coins), 
and Tall Seh Hamad (2 coins). These results are gathered and then saved into a single text file.  
I next exported each query into a Keyhole Markup Language (KML) file, a format which 
allows Google Earth to chart spatially-linked data to its proper geographical coordinates.1360 To 
organize these searches, each KML file was assigned a code based upon the attributes of the 
coin. If the coin was minted at Antioch, these attributes consisted of:     
 Type of find:  
  SITE 
  HOARD 
 
 “A” indicating coin type: 
  A1a: Royal Seleucid 
  A1b: Civic Seleucid 
                                                           
1360 The export file is originally saved as txt and requires a manual change to a kml extension. See Henry 2009, pp. 
3-4; Goodchild 2008, p. 15: “Google Earth’s API allows users not affiliated with Google to create their own 
applications and extensions…Clicking on the file name will execute Google Earth, pan and zoom to the [location in 
the kml file], and add a placemark over the…location at latitude…, longitude…  Similar scripts will paste coloured 
patches, images, three-dimensional structures and many other kinds of features on the Earth’s surface.”   
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  A2: Imperial Roman 
  A3a: Provincial SC 
  A3b: Provincial Other: Tetradrachms, etc.  
  A4a: Civic Roman 
  A4b: Civic “Autonomous” 
  A5: Uncertain 
  
 “B” indicating material: 
  B1: Bronze 
  B2: Silver 
  B3: Antoniniani 
  B4: Uncertain 
  B5: Gold 
  
 “C” indicating date of issue (with a detailed chronological breakdown of my five major 
periods):  
  C1: Hellenistic (e.g., C1b: Antiochus III, C1r: Demetrius III) 
  C2: First Century BCE Transition (e.g., C2c: Pompeian; C2d: Civil War) 
  C3: Roman Imperial (e.g., C3a2: Augustus; C3d4: Caracalla) 
   C3a: Julio-Claudians 
   C3b: Flavians 
   C3c: Antonines 
   C3d: Severans 
  C4: Third Century Crisis 
  C5: Late Antique   
 
 The code for the earlier example of site finds of civic Roman bronze dating to the reign of 
Tiberius was saved as SITE A4a-B1-C3a3. A search result for site finds of royal Seleucid type, 
made of bronze, and dating to the reign of Antiochus VI would be saved as SITE A1a-B1-C1h. A 
search result for hoards dating to the Augustan period, consisting of provincial type, and made 
of silver would be saved as HOARD A3b-B2-C3a2.  
 For non-Antiochene finds at Antioch recorded in Waage’s 1952 report, all of which are 
site finds and for none of which I considered type, search results were saved simply as:  
 “X” indicating material: 
  X1: Bronze/Orichalcum 
    X2: Silver 
 
 “Y” indicating chronology: 
  Y1: Late Seleucid (e.g., Y1e: Demetrius I) 
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  Y2: First Century BCE Transition  
  Y3: Roman Imperial (e.g., Y3b4: Domitian) 
   Y3a: Julio-Claudians 
   Y3b: Flavians 
   Y3c: Antonines 
   Y3d: Severans 
  Y4: Third Century Crisis 
  Y5: Late Antiquity 
 
A resulting search for all bronze coins dating to the period of Septimius Severus would be saved 
under X1-Y3d3.  
 The KML files were then imported to Google Earth, which mapped the results of 
individual queries with a 3D stacked bar chart representing coin quantities at each location. 
Using 3D bar charts avoided the problem of overlapping proportional dots, while the ability to 
view data from multiple angles and distances provided an easy-to-read comparison of quantities 
among coins.1361 For finds of Antiochene coins, bar charts appeared at the find spot of the hoards 
or excavations.1362 For excavation finds at Antioch, bar charts depicted the origin of the coins. 
According to the precepts of Edward Tufte, each bar chart is “directly proportional to the 
numerical quantities represented,” but amplified by 10,000 meters above the earth in order to 
permit analysis over a wide territory.1363 Pink tabs at the top of each bar chart could be clicked to 
reveal the actual quantity of coins displayed. In addition, each quantity of coins was color-coded 
to the time-period of site finds issue or hoard deposit date (e.g., Late Seleucid: purple; Julio-
Claudian: pink), allowing the display of a third attribute in addition to geographical location and 
quantity of coins.1364 
                                                           
1361 Shepherd 2008, pp. 201-202, 210. See Henry 2009, pp. 11-16. Henry generated multiple bar charts in GIS to be 
depicted in Google Earth’s browser.  
1362 The polygon tool in Google Earth can be used to create individual bar charts, but Wallrodt included this in the 
script exported from the FileMaker Pro database.    
1363 Tufte 2001, p. 56.  
1364 Both the amplification of data and color-coding were option in the FileMaker database before export. 
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 Following the import of all KML files into Google Earth, a few additional steps were 
necessary to improve the visualization of data. First, queries were organized into subfolders 
under the “Places” panel (e.g., by coin material; by period of issue; by Antiochene type). A 
check in the checkbox next to each folder in the “Places” panel toggled the appearance of that 
data. Using these checkboxes allowed me to look look at just hoard data or only site finds from a 
particular period. There were also placemarks for each excavation included in this study in order 
to account for locations that had been examined, but had no Antiochene coins. Finally, rough 
maps of ancient trade routes and borders were displayed beneath the coins as a clear method of 
contextualizing the data.1365  
The final maps for the distribution of coins finds in Google Earth were stored in the 
University of Cincinnati’s digital repository: Scholar@UC (http://scholar.uc.edu). The following 
maps are available for download in KMZ format (a zip file for a collection of KML files). These 
files should not only be readable in Google Earth, but can be read as text files to view the data 
directly:  
1. Location of Excavation Sites: This dataset shows the locations of all excavation sites 
consulted for the distribution study of Antiochene coins. This map matches those in Chapters 5 
through 10 of this dissertation. doi:10.7945/C2201C 
2. Distribution of Antiochene Coin Finds: This dataset shows the quantities and find spots 
of coins minted by the ancient mint(s) at Antioch. Coin finds are sorted by material (bronze, 
silver, antoniniani), type (provincial SC, provincial silver and misc. bronze, civic coins with 
imperial portrait, civic coins without imperial portrait), and chronology (223 BCE-91 BCE, 90 
BCE-31 BCE, 30 BCE-235 CE, 236 CE-283 CE, 284 CE-423 CE). doi:10.7945/C25P4B 
                                                           
1365 On Google Earth’s capacity for approximately layering historical maps on top of the globe imagery, see 
Knowles 2008, p. 12.  
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3. Origins of Coins Found at Antioch: This dataset shows the origins and quantities of 
coins found through excavations at Antioch. Data can be examined by material (bronze, silver, 
antoniniani, and uncertain) and chronology (223 BCE to 91 BCE, 90 BCE to 31 BCE, 30 BCE to 
235 CE, 236 CE to 283 CE, 284 CE to 423 CE). doi:10.7945/C2X59W  
 
 
 
